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ABSTRACT ^ 

This report v provides a summary of and recommendations 
from a study whiclv investigated the cost structure of 16 Head Start 
grantees and . delegate agencies. The study came about when the Office 

*o£ Evaluation and Technical Analysis, Off ice" of the Assistant 
Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, Department of H^^th and Human 
Services (DHHS) issued a ba^ic order ingf {agreement to Aurora 

^Asspcia.tes , Inc., and WestVt, Inc. to conduct a series of sliortrterm, 
management-oriented studies ,of DHHS programs. (The task order . j, 
discussed in this fina^l report is th'e" second resulting f rom the 
1&81-82 basic order ingfrhgre&nent . ) Following an executive summary of. > 
the study, its conceptual! frdheworfc, and ijs plan (including 

A descriptions* of site* selectiot^nd visits, %he sample, afid 
instruments used)y- e detailed di&cussiojQ of the study's results, 

r organized around six' study questions, is presented, ' and the potential 
use of such information in a natiortal examination of Head -Start 
grantee and delegate costs is discussed.. Finally, means "of 

facilitating an examination pf program 'costs .across all;Head Start 
grantees are recommended. A copy of the studyts' instruments, 'summary 
tables of the data gathered, m and .responses to th,e* draft of the final 
report from programs in the sample are' appended . (MP) 
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PREFACE x 



The Office, of Evaluation and Technical Analysis in' ths Office of 
tne ^Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation/ Department of 
Health and Hunan Services (DHHsV issued a- basic ordering agreement to 
Aurora Associates, Inc., and testat, Inc., to conduct a series of 
snort-term, managenent-oriented stadies of DHHS- prograns. In. general, 
such studies can be characterized as quick-turnaround projects using a 
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snalL sample of prograns to generate ins|ghts. into an issue rather than 
geneealizaole results. The primary deliverables are a sec o-f briefings 
to tne Assistant Secretary "for fanning ' and Evaluation and the 
Assistant Bade a tat y tor Hanan Oavelognent Services/ TYie task order 
discussed in this final report is the secortf resulting- f ran tine 1331-32 
basic ordering agreement. As is tne case .for all final reports, it 
provides a summary and extension of the material presented in the final 
briefing. ' « . 

• fiiis second ta'stf order requested an exploratory 'shorts ter.-n evalua- 

tion of Head Start cost/ performance data..' , "The specific objectives were: 

0 

_ • • to docunent. reasons far variations in revenue and costs' across 
grantees, . • . 

, • to identify grantee* practices- v^iich realize cost efficiencies, 



( • to develop policy recomnendations v^iicn will help to optimize 
prog ran performance and cost expenditures, and 

• td , suggest' information . to • be contained in Head Start grant 
^application packages and v*ays in ^rich tnis information should 
be evaluated by regional and National Office staff. 

$ie purpose of - tnis final repqrt for the second task order is to 

sujwiarize study findings in a' manner wnicn satisfies the four ooj.ee- 

J 

cives ljsted aoove. In. order to oe as 'useful as oossiole and 



consistent rficn taa intent of tne snor-t-cer.tt evaluation approach, we 
rfili not repead.Unethodo.logical details -of earlier deliverables, but 
™^*LJU-± _a3opt_Ea§_scyl e_ ol_a_ suanar-y^ repor t ^ was, we will present 
and discuss concisely the significant findings and their implications 

. in a mamer easily usaoie by policy makers. in Appendix A we provide a 
copy of tne instruments; in Appendix B suiraary cables of the data' 

•gacnerad; and in Appendix G responses to tne draft final report ' frpa' 
prograns in the sample, "and in one instance, our rebuttal 
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'BXECUriV^SlHlARY 



. & Tnis investigation of the cost structure ofi 16 Head Start grant- 
eesyand qalegate "agencies yielded two levels of results.- The first is 
•a description of program costs emanating fro* an intensive review of 
prograo practices, revenue and expenditures, fhe second is a-prooosal 1 , 
.extrapolaced from the description, for a franeworx for evaluating, cost 
and performance daca -across ail Head Start programs. In tnis summary 
we present first our descriptive results, organized by the study ques- 
tions cney addrassed. men we discuss £ne proposed method for examin- 
ing all progratt coses in conjunction with performance information. 



U> Wnat are the -total* revenues of the grantees for Head Start 
" programs 7 ' ~ « ; f 

. ACYF funds ware ,tne primary source of revenue for all programs, 
.followed by in-kind contributions. All programs received 'USDA food 
monies; some received additional assistance from Community Servi"* 
.Agency funds and Comprehensive Employment^ and. Training Act funds. 
Aoout naif collected casn contributions, generally of small 'amounts of 

money. , .* ' » 

' ' *> *".♦*• . *' I 

• 9 (2) > To wfct degree are programs leveraging resource s from 
> sourcas otne r tnan aaad Sfeart -(a^vf» ? 

~T~ — — ^ — - ' 

. A, range of 15 to, 49. percent of total resources brought Into tni. - 

program (mean, 30.4%) cane from non-ACYF sources, suggesting that a 

consideraola amount of leveraging was occurring. * < 

(3) • afe grarttaes spending their monj.es? -What is the distfi- 
^ - 'SUtion ol eosa across diffaregt lineal tarns in tha"budait 
and acros^ aitterent program components ?- n r 2 — * 

£ line-itaoi analysis of accounts snowed tn|rt .aoororfioiataLv 73 



percenc'of prograo \expenditures were staff costs (salaries and fringe 
Deneficsi . a functional analysis of casn costs demonstrated that che 
most expensive area advocation followed by Nutrition, Administration 
and tnsn all others. When total costs. were^ displayed^ Occupancy ranged " 
second to Education, followed by Nutrition, Administration and others' 
Fran a suanary perspective, cash costs for all Direct Services (Educa-" 
tion, dealtn, Nutrition, Social. Services and Parent Involvanent) con- 
suned -55 percent of tne average budget with a range from 49 co 73 
percent. 

. (4) SS. w" 3 ^ d egree are programs "economical" and "ef ficient:" i n 
tneir use of resources ? ' ' " 

Using annual AC# cost, per cnild, as the' measure of " economy' . w* • 

' • - t . ' 

found tnat our 16 sanpled programs -varied from Sl,i'i4 per child "to ' 

*3,5S1. Offering ACYF cost per child nour of servicers a proxy for ' 
"efficient'' use of fundirig, ve saw tnat costs varied from $1.16 per . 
hour to $4.50. Some prog'raas were both highly efficient- and highly v 
econaaic-al; sane were neither highly 'efficient nor-highly ecbnonical; *" 
opiers ranked nig hi y on only one or tne-otnar of these neasures. 
' .» (5) -What Kinds of' staffing Issues are .related to program "costs" ? 
Heatf Start scarf earned lower annual .salaries than staff in day 
care centers 'ard teachers in public elemental schools ^largely becausa 
tna»Haad Start programs nad a shortel wording day and year* of opara- , 
tion. * ^ 

, ; ' • - . • ■ . f • 

J o) How are gr antees realizing- economies or efficienci es^ wher- 
ara cns fl exiBilitiss in program costs tnat, c an aosora~EF? 
. , future effects of inflation ? ' \ ~ * ; ! *" 

v 0 

. . Programs nave chosen a diversity of \a.ys to realise economies and ' 
efficiencies'. • if a^larg* aaaurSof money nad to be reoo-vered, "direc-^. 
cocsjjften. rsduqed tne nunoer of cnildren served, qtner options whic.n 



• .nore cian one director had considered and would consider again in res- 
ponsa to budgetary pressures' included; giving no raises, cutting level 
of .service (nuooer of weeks per year, days par we.sk, hours per dayi , 
increasing reliance on donations of -supplies and. services, finding' 
additional income, .nqving children to a hoae-based option, changing 
transportation plans, cnanging facilities or postponing renovations, 
reducing central staff or consolidating coordinators, and. reducing 
fringe oenefits. < # . v 

An in-depcn discussion ^f tnese results' lead s* to reco.anendations 
^Of^ways irNwhicn .dead Start .nay facilitate an examination of. prog ran 
costs asross all. grantees. -First, it is reconvene ed tliat riead Start 
evaluate four dimensions of grantee and delegate programs: performance 
or ^lality, leveraging anility, econo.ii/ and efficiency. Second,' it is 
noted tnat Head Start regional offices and grantees require policy 
guidance on now leveraging / economy and efficiency snould be .increased 
wnile maintaining prog ran performance. Specifically, guidance is 
needed aioout • J * v 

• appropriate leveraging activities in ter:ns o^ goals for anount 
of funds, sources to be tapped, staff to be involved, and 
level of commitment df resources to tne effort; 

• appropriate levels if service for .the prog ran. Are there 

% .ninrnun and maxtnunr numbers of. .hours, -days and 'weeks o'f 

service thac w arsWa'f ined ,as • constituting -a "Head Start 
* prog ran? 1 ? and » . . % 

• any otner practices ^lic'n AiY? staff feel* snould o'r should not 
be followed in .reducing costs, e.g\, reducing the nuTiber of 
Cnildren served. 

' Third, it is recaanendad that a cose review process be instituted to 

exanine cose and performance data for Sir 'grantees and 'd*l*gat*3 

Tnree.for.ns of sucn a process are presented varying in goalfe, lengtn of 

• * • 

tine for developnent x and implementation, and cost. 



« ' COriCEPrUAL FRAMfiVCRK 

Head Scqrt is one of very few governnent social service programs " 

^ ' ' ' r \ s ' A ; 

to earn an increase. in funding in the 1932 f isoal .ye.ar . By allocating 

* » . • « • 

/ additional resources -to Head Start, Congress has expressed its confi- 

dence in the value of ' chis. comprehensive services program for children. 

Manbers *of Congress and Bederal officials at many government levels 1 

nave given' tne program tne mandate tnat 'it snould continue to serve as 

many cnildren as today — or increase the nunber of children served — 

wnile maintaining program quality. ^ 

4 In order to meet tnis. mandate under significant .inflationary pres- 

sure, tne He^d Start program needs to - manage" its resources .with great- 

care. Federal officials/ in particular, need information on orogran 
/ 

qualrty and on the details of Head Start grantee budgets so -that they 
can set appropriate guidelines,* Marty policy makers h^ve asked ques- 

0 

- fcion^ about tne wide cost vari&ta^n.aaong grantees wno are delivering 
satisfactory services, suggest'ipg that an investigation of these dif- 
ferences would provide critical information. ' 
. ' Policymakers enter an examination 'of program costs with a set. of 
assunptionp about an appropriate cost structure and an acceptable level 
off program performance. Head Smart's Performance Standards have set 
prograaaatic .goals j for all grantees; the' Self-iAssessment Validation 
tastruaeht (3AVT) has measured the degree to union grantees and tfleir 
delegate' agencies have met the3a_ goals; performance indicators on the 
Pr^jpram Lnfor^tion teport (PIS) supply such information]^ Federal 
officials/^ £ven in tiaes of serious inflation and strong pressure to 
reduce expenditures, policy makers do'not *is& to see program quality 



suffer in order to' save 'money. Ratner, their oresdmotion is that 
quality snould oe maintained even though^ tnere may be cnanges* in tne 

structure" of costs.- Prograns must- provide effgctiye services. 

* 1 

■At tne sane tine, policy •^j^rs* dp have' financial 'goals for 
program^. Grantees' are encouraged to use- tne minimum anount of : Head 
^ Start dollars ; per child to pay for services (i.e., to be economical ! , 
to leverage the maximum revenue -possible for thi2ir provision of quality* 
services (i.e., to supplement \ fffF dollars to the greatest^extbnt 
possible) r and, to spend evecy dollar in. the moss efficient manner 
possible (i.e., to purchase the greatest number of uniSs of service 
possible per dollars . { 

dead Start's monitoring of progress toward fleecing, these financial 
goals is accomplished primarily by regional office staf£ who have the 
r,esponsioility for an annual review of grantee expenditures and nego- 
tiations for tne subsequent year's' ACYF grant. In general, sucn finan- 
cial monitoring is less sophisticated 'than tne monitoring . of program 
"performance, rhe only instruaents on wnich cost detail4 are reported 
are the granc application, and trie 'yearly audit report. 'Trie former 

inst^unenc- nas only seven line itans, too few^ to allow a detailed 

V - I 

analysis of "coses. Tne latter offers more line items, but audits do 

*% * 

noc fbllow a standardized format, so tney/are-Aot optimal vehicles for 
comparing, costs across orograas and evaluating t:ie -'"reasonableness 11 of 
line it^ms. - Similarly, since the required ■ yearly audit captures 

non-ACY? revenue only up to tne requirement that 20 oercent of costs b£ 

v 

covered oy non-Federal dollars, information on the. amount of leveraged 
reso arret ( is incomplete . T.ias , ic is noc possible, for regi^pLL (or 
national! -scaf$ to evaluate thoroughly tne economy,^ efficiency, or 
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leveraging of grantees. " V ^ 

-In order to ,na*e informed policy decisions about the allocation of 
• * • 

resources, Federal staff need further information on progran costs. 

Specifically, tney iiave as*ed the following six. financial questions: " 

. l./What are the total revenues of the grants 'for Head 'Start pro- 
grans (e.g., from the Administration for Children, Youth and 
Fanilies (ACYFi ,-#tne Departaentvo'f Agriculture (U50M kxnore- 
pensis/e Snpldryneht -and Training Acr (CSTA) , Early Periodic 
Screening and^ Developnental Testing (£P3JT) , "state sources^ 
% local sources, donated goods and servicgsi ? ~ - 

^ 2. -lb wnat decree are* grantees leveraging resources fr&n sources 
' otner tnan Head Start (ACYF)*? • v % 



^ m 3, How are grantees spending their monies? Whbt is the distribu- ' 
tion of costs across different line idansMn the* budget and 
/ across different progran components? 

4. lb wnat- degree are prograns •canonical and efficient in their" 
use of resources? . ^ 

-\ 

5. Wnac Kinds, of staffing issues are relate to progran costs? 

6. riow are grantees realising economies or efficiencies? Where " 
are cne flexibilities in program costs tnat car\ aosoto the 
future effects of inflation? 

Answers to cnese six quescions can 'be extremely useful to Federal 

^ and regional policymakers oy Informing than of cne complexities 

trade-offs 'in decisions abouc the distrioution of, Head St^f^nies. 

y If grantees ^aa^e opjions for using further donated j^a^ard services,, 

• s *3ucfi, actions could be encouraged. If , certa^n^affing patterns' are 

very -expensive, .one ,night argu£ that they should be- avoided' and that 
* * , <• * « 

^ otner less expensive patterns could , be' just as effective/ If certain 
^grantees -show- excessively high costs, and'" changes -would jeopardize 

. neitner cne. ^ality of" service delivery nor the ribufoeft. p£ children- 
served', sacn cnang'es aignt ce suggested. # -fha answer to Question"^? or. 
efficient 'and economical practices can oe of particular use to local 
staff 'oeca^se grantee and delegate^ agancy .staff are crying to find 



STUDY PtAM 

Oir approacn to addressing the evaluation questions was to s 
sites, develop instruments, and ^isit those sites to gather as e # x 
^sive .^information as';possible on Head Start program operations, econo 

efficiency and leveraging. The sites had .to be sufficiently differs 

-* f * ' / * ' 

* , • * j, , . • - 

in order to provide us with a useful picture of the range of programs 

' * < ' "\ **** * * 

and cose structures, 'Vet- all had to meet four critical standards': (1) 

a willingness, to participate in the study, (2) a financial management 
system tnat was in good order for easy access in a snore time period, 
(3) a director and financial 'manager wher had been with the grantee 
throughout toe last year for vdii-ch closed books existed], and (4) a 
program which met a satisfactory standard of quality . 
Assessing Quality *. 

This' last'isisue of quality or 'program performance was of ✓ key 
importance to trie study. Policy makers clearly -wish' to see all Head 
Scart programs maintain a satisfactory level of cjuality^and seek, the 
high level of quality specified In the Performance Standards,* Unfor- 
tunately< quality is* difficult, to , define, let alone to measure. Our 
requirement v was tnat the „ sample contain only those grantees, that 
of fered^ ar least a "satisfactory" d&ality of service. In this group 
Alone vw^ould examine costs. Such a requirement is necessary because 
one way of "achieving savings is to reduce the quality of service deliv- 
ery. Similarly, "low quality" programs could argue, that ttfey .need more 
money to meet Head Start's standards. Vfe would not Jcnow^how to cpmpare 
4^heir costs wich others. So, we chose to define program performance 
indicators, cnec* availaole sources co ensure that sampled programs met 



4 



cne standards; and then recheck all indicators jorv^site to be certain we 
understood tr{e level of quality of the program {as well as its finan- 
cial structure) . A 

Theoretically, a definition of Head .Start program quality could' 
isolate three factors: "quality in structure , that jthe program offered 
a sufficient nunber of "hours^and days of service, employed a ,suf f icient; 
^number of staff to deal with .the nttnber of . enrolled children, employed 
a sufficient number of stafi trained in early childhood education, and* 
set a low enough ceil ing* on /the number of children in a classroom to 
ensure its effectiveness; quality in process , that the interaction of 
staff and\chiiaren in classroom activities and staff and families in 
putside activities me£ high staVdards; and quality %i outcomes , that 
children showed significant cognitive gfcin^across their time in the 
program, that they receded the required' medical and dental care, that 
tne social service needs families -were met, and that all parents 
become involved in the program and took significant responsibility for 
tneir children's learning and development^. 

Few of these quality indicators ^ave universally accepted mea- 
sures. For example, we do not know haw many hours per day, da^s per 
w§ek, N or weeKS per year constitute a "sufficient" level of service 
proVisiqn to ensure ttf6 effectiveness of the program. The Westinghouse* 
study (1969) 1 wnicn focused on Head Start as a six- to eight-week sum- 
mer program suggestedithat this service level was insufficient to j>ro- 



1 • 

* We$tin£house Learning Corporation, The Impact of He^d Start , "An 
> Evaluation of the Effects of Head Start on Children's Cognitive and 
Affective Development," Cfcio University, June, 1969. ' 
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duce lasting .gains. We Know from die Home Sta'rt Demonstration. Program 2 
•that two, /pars of contact yielded no additional ^iri over one 'year . 
Bat we do not know how many .hours' of contact over how many days* and' 
months, are necessary* and sufficient to produce the desired results. . 

y Similarly, there are no agreed-upon standards, for interpersonal 
interactions in the classroom or between staff and- paretftsj, The 
National- Day Care Study 0 included j^nsive observations of classroom 
interactions and showed that pertain'' behaviors" (e.g., a 'higher nunber 
of social interactions among children, less aiml'ess wandering) occurred 
in classrooms with greater cognitive gains, 'but the study did. not 4 
attempt co define how many qr tow few of these interactions were fce- 

quired £ or* suostantial gains. There simply is not' an exact thresh*i<£ 

\ . *' 
below wiich only minimal outcomes will 'occur and above which all desir- 

aole outcomes occur," 

In fact/ it is difficult to specify the precise" level 'of an out- 
come which is "sufficient". Defining*- cognitive gains to everyone's 
satisfaction* may be impossible; achieving consensus amdng most of the 
involved -parties is a serious problem. Head Start's Performance Stand- 
ards provide some assistance in defining levels of non-cognitive pro- 
•gram outcomes, lhe Standards state, for example > that 100 percent of 
enrolled children snould be. medically screened, implying that "suffi- 
ciency? is only achieved when every child has been screened-'; towsver, 



love, J.rf.„\iteuca, M.J., Coelen, C.G., Hewett, K. , and Ruopp, R.R. 
National Home Start Evaluation: Final Report. Findings and Implica - 
'*' .tions . flig.VScope Educational Research, Foundation and*Abt Associ- 
y ates, 'Inc., March, 1976. 

3 

Ruopp, R. , Travers, JL,<31antz, F., and Coelen, C. Final Report of 
toe National Day Care Study . Volone 1: Children at the Cente r, * %>z 
Associates, inarch, 1979.- . ~ " ' 



because of tne practical' difficulties in ' achieving 100 percent, it 
seems unduly harsn to penalize or call" "inadequate" a program which is 
only slightly below the ideal. 

/ 

Since many researchers and program - staff members have wrestled 

* • ' ' , 

with defining Usable standards- of quality, we do' have some guidelines 
for our own definition. In terras of ,the quality of program* structure, 
we know that Head Start has defined appropriate staff/child ratios and 
grouj* sizes for enrolled children. For the definition^ quality ih 
interactions, we can use the results of the -National Day Care Study 
tnat better interactions are associated'- with our structural variables 
of analler group sizes, higher staff/child ratios, and more teachers 
trained in early childhood education/ and infer the level of quality in 
interpersonal interactions indirectly through these, measures. - Tb« de- 
Hne quality in outcomes, we* can use measures of service delivery de- 
.fine* on the Program Information *lteport (PIR) and establish a satis- 
factory level, of achievement in : the delivery of services to cnildren' 
and families. 

For this ^study, tnen, adequate quality was defined by- the 
following eight; indicators: 

* « * « 

• Staff/child ratio ; e£ch program's staff/child ratio for 
enrolled 4-year-olds had to be 1:10' or above. 

- l ■ 

• Group size : no group could exceed 20 enrolled children. 

• Teacher training in early childhood education ' afC least one of. 
tne two paid staff in a classroom must have had the -equivalent ' 

\ ,of at least' one 3-hour course, in early childhood education. 

• Medical screening : at least 30 jercent of -the enroled chil- 
dren must have been fully 'screened. 

• Dental screening : at least 30 percent of the enroMed children* 
must have reqeived a dental screening . ^ 



, • Irrcnunizatjons : at least 80 percent of the enrolled children 
most have received all iimiunizations.. • 

• Social, service needs : at least 80 percent of families with 
social service needs must have had those needs satisfied to the 
begt o bf/the ability of tne Head Start prograh ' (e.g . , if Head 

A Start connected the". family to the service, but the family was 

found to. be' ineligible, Head Start has. still 'served this family 

to, tjie fUllO^V 

*? * 

• Parent involvement : at least .30 percent of families must have 
. had at least one parent participate in one voluntary Head Start 

activity during* the year. 

* 

Befop^ admitting grantees into tije sample, we checked to make sure 
they met the seven of fhese quality criteria that are listed "on the 
PIA. The eighth criterion, teacher training, is not reported*- nation- 
ally, so" all data had to* be 'collected on site. After reviewing avail- 
liable information, . wq talked with regional office staff 4 to ascertain 
tneir opinions of program quality based on their persdnai knowledge of 
, the grantees.- EaciiN^rantee that met the^ seven criteria scored from the 

PIR arid was judged a satisfactory program by regional staff was in- 

t 

eluded in the sample, lb complete our review of quality, we gathered 

precise data on sice to recneck each of the eight quality criteria as a 

■ ' 1 

verification tjiat our sample selection was appropriate. . . • 

Sample Description * " 

Table 1 contains a description of the sample which included nine 
grantees: two (Grantees A and 3) operate their, own programs and have 
at least one delegate; one' (Grantee C) operates none of its own pro- 
grams, but delegates program authority to seven other agencies 




(Grantees D to I) Operate only their own programs* All of th<= 
gates of Granted A and B were visited; only three of the delegates of 

Graihtee. C were included* Where we discuss findings about 5 "grantees' 1 , 

- * 

tnen, we are able to summarize data from a sample of nine* >When we 
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. Table 1 
Sample Descrllpt Ion 
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\l5 children In the delegate's program paid fees and were subsidized by Title XX. 
charts as, Head Start children, although the grantee does count them. 

b Planned enrollment was at least 51 lower than average dally enrollment , 

.° Planned enrollment was a>-least 5% higher than average daily enrollment. 



They a.re not counted in those 




mention the nunber' of "sites" we visited, we are describing 17 loca- 
tions. ••However, when we discuss the costs of running a "program"/ we 
are concerned witn a data sap of IS, -since Grantee C did not run its 
oWh program (and all of its costs were allocated to its delegates) , but 



all otner "sites" had programs and kept their own books. 

\ 

These 17 sites represented a useful mix of the organizational and 
prbgranmatic cnaracteri sties* «nich follow: 

• Regies : fbur .are 'from Region I; seven from Region IV; and six 
from Region VII. 

• Numoer -of canters ; This. rang es'^fejm 1 to 44 per program. 

• l Planned enrollment : ^ ^is ranges f^om 8^to 1-^903 at the\ 
grantee level- and 'from 53 to 1,670 at tne program level (or, 
. tne level at whicn books were kept and our analyses were 
conducted) * , . 

Q * 

* > ( 

• Area : Seven programs are in; an urban area, four in mixed 
^reas, ahd £ ive in rural aras. 

• Auspices : 1 Seven programs, operate under the auspices of qom-\ 
munity action^ agencies, rive under school 'systems, and four 
under private nop-profit agencies. 



• Hours per day : Programs range from 3 to 10.5 hours of opera- 
tion per day. ^ . " . , • 

• * Days per wee* : Program operation^, varies from two to five days. 

• Program options : Two program's offer a home-based option, 
Taole 2 summarizes tne results from on-site ^ata gathering of 

information on program performance. In, the colunns opposite the 
identifier for eacn gVahtee or delegate are^he program per&tmfficte 
rating's for eacn of the e^nt variables^ In the bottom row of the 
table are tne minimum" acceptable leyels^f performance. defined for the 

study. ' Numbers wnich are underlined are those that are -below this 

- ; < 
minimun. The final colunn of tne table holds the 'total nunber of 

indites "passed*-- by eacn program. * ' 
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Iftnlor 1 l»lirj\li«pl l«d d\e pro.jr<im dues not miiet the sot standard of qualUy on that indicator^ 
lliese f t'j<ires\aro*osLl«ated; accurate data wore not available. 
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*■ Six programs met-all of the criteria for wnicfi data were* available 

- - ' ■* 

(Ali A2, 81, C2,* D, I). An additional £even achieved 4 satisfactory 

level on all bur one -of tne indicators. (A4, 83, C3, E, F # G, H) , aricJ 
^w-Sb °SSx s ^ u ld strive for perfection, still .appear to be reasonable 
choices- for tne .sample. Vrwo prog ranis*" scored, slightly lower. in this 
•scheme (A3, CI) , passircg six of the eight criteria.. One program (B2) 
was definitely problematic, having met only four of our eight minimum 
standards . t „ t * , * 

Clearly' the sites encompass a diverse set/ of programs offering, a 
gpod view of the varied set of Head Start grantees and delegate ageri- 
cies. Because of the variation in prog ram per f o rmanca , we had to /pay 
close attention to the 'relationship of performance _and financial irtfi- 
. . cators* recognizing the limitations 'inherent in our chosen measures 'and 
snail sample size, ^fost of the sampled programs* are of satisfactory 

quality, but there is sufficient variation that^e cannot consider them 
> • ■ * 

' a sin^Jle group and disniss differences. % m ^ 

x ^ • 

I * instruments ■» * ; . 

i . 1 ■ 

. rwo Kinds of instruments Vere required £6r tx&s study: • forms to 

describe Key features of the Head^Star^ program and catalog granted and 

delegate agency revenues and expenditures; and a discussion gtiid^ for' 

* use with regional staff, directors and other plroram staff; Hft?-£ormer 

* nad.to prqvide a standardized fomat for displaying cost^nd* define 

f : --jr 

questions about ' the program and its cost structure which would, ailoyus 
' ' to determine the economy, efficiency and leveraging ability*of the pro^- 
gram, 'fhe ^standardised cost format was pattern after similar mate' T * 
^als developed by WRI/REAP for use in daycare centers.- in its turn,' 



tne discussion guide *permitted us : to explore directors 1 priorities for 
expenditures and m|thods^for realizing cost'e^f iciencies. ■ • 

m The cnief challenge in developing ( the^^ cost inspfunent waj one 

of definition^ our four major variables. The operational definition 

•% ' • * " ' " ' ' . > 

of .program quality has already been discussed; m The otner key con- 

•f*" • ** — ^ ' * * 

structs structs were defined 4 as follows: ' < 4 ' d * 

• ffle economy erf a program? is its annual 'cost?* per child in ACYF 
dollars, total .Federal dollars, -and. total revenue. T&ugh £he 
primary focus of the study is oq the ACtf dollar^it Is impor-' 
tant to ^ave the^ f ull perspective \or% -costs orwided" byjall 
tnree measures/ • . 

• 'Ihe efficiency of a program is indicated* by its cost per* cpild 
flour in tne classro^, Calculated' -using x ACYF dollars', -tbtalf 
Federal dollars or total revenue as tne hunerator and' trie hour§. 
per year that ,chil<fren are- scheduled to be trolled in Head 
Start as the denominator. : * H 

• The leveraging ability -of a pragrpsf~i$ indexed by the percent 
of t otal revenue- that comprises ponf ACYF 'dQllars^ I 



This notion of efficiency is narrower than tite i^teal. lhat is, an 

■ 1 * • » , J 

"efficient; program should be broadly defined^ one whiqh demonstrates 
a low unit cost per service , ttead Start, of course! is a. comprehensive^ 
child development program focusing on the/ whdl^child and* his/her 'fanW 
ily. It provides assistance in .the areas *o£ child cognitive deyelop- 
merit, psyeno-social development:, nutrition, and health, and » family 
social services and . parent involvement. Jlhe service unit <> measured, 
^therefore, pould include hone visit hours', Healthy examinations, meals 
served, social service rfe^ds satisfied, and hours of parent involvement 
as well as child contact tjpurs in the classroorft. 'Unfortunately, the 
measurement of any-services- above and beyond, chi id contact hours is 
very problematic. *■ Head % Start staff are not required to^ keep records- 
^lich-Nould provide most of these facts.' 'The "y/iits 1 ; .of these, 'services 
artr not additiv.6; we do not Know how to equate, a unit of immunizations 



with a unit of parent involvement*. So, we United ourselves to a- proxy 
for services defined as planned tfhild classroom hours over the course 
of^tne program year. ■ > 

It snould be jdoted . tnat tnese limitations on measuring units of 
service and ~ program performance do not flaw the study. They must 
simply be 'Kept in mind by policy ma*ers considering actions based on 
tiie results gleaned from the measures, 

■iAll' instruments used in tnd study appear in Appendix A. * 
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» feSULTS 

The Study Questions , ' 

In tnis section we % present our findings on' each of the six study 
questions ^ and then discuss the potential ifee for such information in d 
national examination of Bead Start grantee and delegate costs. Please 
note throughout the presentation that- we are dealing, with only 16 pro- 
grams, not^fene univer.se of Head StSft grante.es and delegates. Oar pur- 
poses are % to ^escribe programs riy using financial indicators in con- 
junction with performance data and to, recommend .indicator 4 which fed- 
eral staff can use in future examination^ of program information. 

- !*• What are the total revenues of the grantees for Head Start pro'- 
grsms? ^7" \ " ~ * 

Figure '1 shows the ,distribution-of income- for the, 16 programs we 
sampled. 1 Tne following conclusions are evident from the data: 

• AGYF was the primary 'sourqe of revenue for programs, supplying 
^ 51 to 84 percent of the monie4 for Head Start. , - r 

• In-Kind contrioutions '(donated space, supplies, and services; 
volunteers; costs' absorbed by another party, oftSi the grantee/ 
and not charged to Head Start) were the next. major source of 
revenue, accounting for 10 to 43 r percent of total revenue. ' 

• All programs' received United' States Department vof Agriculture 
(USDA) food monies*/ which comprised 3 to 15 percent of revenue. 

✓ ^ • • 

• Community Service Agency (CSA) monies helped pay for admini- 
strative space, utilities , and some services in most programs < 
under Community Action Agenqy (CAA) auspices, accounting for 
0.3 to 4 percent of program revenue f 



It should be noted that our definition of in-kind" contributions is 
not equivalent to, "non-federal share We included the valye of ser- 
vices supplied £y the grantee and * other agencies for the program 
without cnarge, and excluded any recorde^ donations which did not 
- rigprousl£jnegt Head Start guidelines, e.g., parent time in meetings, 
food and parent time^£oc^parties#and graduations, time spent on pro- 
grams for Head 'Start graduates now in elemehtary school. 
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v '. Comprehensive Employment and Training Act ' (CSTA) funds were 
..■ _ used infrequently — by only 3 of the 16 programs sampled — 
and were over one percent hi revenue infonly one program. 

•*^Other. cash income frorf" private groups or individuals was col- 
• "lected by only 7 of the IS programs, averaging about $7,000>in 
tnose programs and supplying pne .to. nearly 7 percent of total 
revenue. * * . "~ \ 

- • 

" These data and. additional information supplied by the directors 

interviewed soggest that ^ Federal efforts to control USDA, CSA and CSTA 
-expenditures -are not expected to have a profound debilitating effect on 
Head^Start in the short term. For these particular programs, CSA and 
CETA 'reductions , will have no impacpt or will have a relatively small 
impact. In general, CSA funds are now expended by CAA grantees to pay 
for rent or other administrative expenses of the Head Start program 
under the, CAA aegis. Head Start may - now be charged for sane of these 
expenses ^ "However, most CAAs have prepared Stf ecotiomizihg without CSA 
funding Jay finding additional monies ,fot -their endeavors, and do not 
expect the -CSA reductions to harm their programs, seriously. CETA 
funds, in their turn, were genfer^lly used to bring additional aides 
into ujt program to assist teachers, the director, cooks, secretaries, 
social worKers, or bus drivers, fciese staff will be missed, but gen- 
erally will not be replaced. Downgraded funds in USDA!s*Child Care 
Foqd Program, from, reijtbursempnc for a "maximum of five meals a day 1 to 
three, will affect 'few programs since most serve only three meals; 
reductions in the MilK Program may affect some programs as well* 

Program contr actions tnat may aff ect the p ro gram over the loreijer 
term are those 'projected in Department of Education programs. School^ 
systems are oiten generous suppliers of services to Head Start; they 
Tnay *be unable to afford* continuation of these services if their funding 
is more -limited. "In* addition, curtailed funds in EPSDT services may 

. • * 27 ' 
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influence Head Start program budgets. We -were unable in this study to 
capture health expenditures fully, so cannot coament on the impact of 
cnang,es in this agency's screening program, 

2« To what degree are grantees leveraging resources from sources 
other tnan Head' Start (ACYF)? 

Because ACYF requires tnat 20 percent of program costs be paid for 
by non-Federal monies, all grantees and delegates are involved in soli- 
citing donations and in-kind contributions, tost directors are Very 
successful in these endeavors, finding professional and paraprofes- 
sipnal volunteers "to supply needed services; free or partially subsi- 
dized space; % agencies that will cover utility costs; free equipment, 
food, and supplies; and sometimes sources for cash donations. Appendix 
Tables 3.1, 3.2 'and 3.3? show tne value of in-kind goods and services 
tnat sampled pro-grams leveraged. Figure 1 (page 20) 'diagrams tne total 

0 

reve?H3^->^nsach program and allows, a furtner examination of leveraging 
activities A \ 

15 answer this study question we. would like to assess tne degree 

to ^hicn programs use non-ACYF sources to- pay for their activities. 

recognizing the limitations of the study — ""that we were unable to 

gatnar complete information on health -costs paid for by non-ACYF funds 

and were not afc>le to substantiate all estimates of the value of other 

services paid for^by such sources (e.g., subsidized life insurance for 

staff) 'a— tne following finding may be reported: 

• A range of 16 to 49 percent of total resources brought ko these 
— : -programs came from non-ACYF sources (mean, 30.4%), 

\ 

In many cases a significant amount of leveraging is occurring, cer- " 
tainly more than is reported to ACYF under the current system. 



^ , . TWo conclusions follow, from these ' results. First, Head Start 
directors must be very involved with the network of social service 
agencies and providers in their neighborhoods in order to manage this 
degrea^of leveraging. They deserve commendation for their ^resource- 
fuln^te.' It oigtit even be useful to facilitate an exchange among 
directors'of suggestions of sources so that individuals can build their 
own " networks further. For example, several programs we visited 'were 
very interested in ,a . leveraging activity repeated by a grantee we 
visited early on. mis director had plaged'a local judge on her Board. 
The judge Knew wnen Head Start needed volunteer labor and would watch 
° for an appropriate person in a his courtroom. When such a person was 
5 found guilty (generally of a driving of fense. or other minor crime) , the 
judge .ould- suggest "an alternative sentence to jail, e'.g., building 
playground equipment or cubbies, fixing plumbing in a Head Start*cen- 

• * 

ter. ^ , 

A second conclusion is that there may 'be additional sources for 
revenue that directors have not yet tapped. Cash donations to most 
programs, for example, are small in size. Head Start staff have not 

-seen thenjselves as direct fund raisers. Most programs. in our sample 
have rot successfully approached private sources (e.g., business anjf 

'industry), and most directors were unen thus ias tic about" the prospect. 
Some directors reported that community members had told them' that the 
taxes paid for th§ program were a sufficient;' contribution*, or that Head 
Start was fortunate' to be spared budget cuts, so it behooved potential 
donators to taxe their money to programs under stress.. Many directors 

. sa^d tnere sirnply#was fiqt f enough staff time to spend on this' sort of 
endeavor . ^ Thus, there may be untapped sources of revenue for ^Head* 

• 9 * ' 



Start and solicitation of fun^cayld be encouraged, but caution' is 

"Requi red \n bu ilding expectations for the degree of its success, 

3 - How are programs spending tneir monies? What is the distribut- 
ion of costs across Hne items iry the-feudget and Across' <bro- 
gram componenrs? : 1 ; ^ 1 25 — 

Figure 2 presents a summary- of the cash expenditures for different 
line items in the budget. All sampled programs were combined into one 
bar chart vhicn shows the following results: 

v * • Total staff coses (salaries and fringe benefits) average about 
70 percent: of total* expenditures. Salaries account for about 
. ^ 60 percent (with a range across programs from *50 to 66 per-* 
m cent) , and fringe benefits require another 10 percent of the 
budget (a range from 6 to. 12 percent across programs). ' • 

• All other link items combined account for only about 30 percent 
of tne program budgets. 0 . 

Figure 3 sunmarizes tne breakdown "of cash §nd total ^cpanditures 

into eight functional areas v Ihe first five (beginning at left of the 

chartf are the five fnrogram Components known collectively as the 

"Direct Se&ice Functions" of Head Start. Each of these areas was 

defined to cover those sen/ices -described in Head Start's Performance 

"Standards (1975) . The next three functions are the three "Support 

Functions" , those areas encompassing activities wnich must be performed, 

m * 

in order for the program to exist, but" which only indirectly serve 
cnildren or parents* "Administration" includes* executive direction of 

the program, planning, fund raising, advertising, legal consultation, 

x » ■* • 

_ accounting, and bookkeeping, personnel management, purchasing and cen- 
' tral office services. "Occupancy? comprises janitprial services,* main- 
tenance and repairs, security services, building insurance, rent and 
utilities. ^ "Transportation" subsumes bote the travel of children to 
tne program and .the travel of staff wnile on program business. Costs 

s 

for handicapped * services are riot separated, but * rather' have been 
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Figure 2 

CASK COSTS FOR LINE ITEMS 
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Figure 3 

ANALYSIS OF FUNCTIONAL COSTS 
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divided among these five functions.- Separation of such costs would 
nave made the^ data-fathering process too 'time-consuming 'since few pro- 

« 

grams isolate >these expenditures, jfi tneir accounting records. 

The- vertical bars on the chart represent the range of costs for 
eacn function* The minimun amount expended *by a sampled program is 
shown as tne base of the bar; the maximum as > the top of the bar. Sym- 
bols within the bar represent the mean cost across all 16 programs'. 
Tnose' bars with horizontal lines show the range of cash costs ; those 
with vertical lines s^ow total cgsts (casn costs pigs in-Kind contribu- 

. tions) • % , 

First, let us summarize the findings from this figure on the cash 

' costs of the various functional areas: 

• -Ihe raobt expensive functional area is Education, requiring an 
averages cash outlay of $631 per child per year, ^ 

• Hie next -highest cash cost is Nutrition with a mean cost per 
, child of $376. ' , ' 

• Adaini-st5rativ.e costs ran* third with an annual -per child cost 
of $354. . ^ T . ' 

• . All other functions have mean cash costs under^$250. 

Fran a financial point of view,. then, it wou^d seem that any sub- 

9 

*S*antial cost savings ^must come from the areas -of -highest costs °~ 
Education, Nutrition and Administration, From a pragmatic view, how-p 
ever, tnese areas might not be, amenable to change • For example*, ,most 
of the # cost of "the Education component stems from staff salaries- for 
one teacher and orje paid aide* in eac£ classroom. No one would opt to 
reduce the number of paid staff from two- to one, chough tnis may seem 
the most oovious avenae for reducing Education costs. Rather, even in 
tnis component, we must look fdt savings at the margin. It may be cos- 
-sible, for example, to reduce fcne cost of the Education Coordinator by 



combining his/Jier jbb,wich anotner coordinating or administrative. role. 
One raignc wish .to ask about the number of hours Education staff work, 
and loo* at this area for savings. And so on. ' Great care must be 
t^Keri in making suggestions for change and in implementing them, '"drily 
**ien tne exact circunstances 6£ a particular progfarA^ are taken ig£r 
account -can- satisfactory decisions be made about alterations % ex- 
penditures. . , m ■ ; * * ' u . s 

Next, Jet us look at the costs of th§ combination of Direct Ser- 

* 

vices compared to-phe Support .Service functions.' From Such an anal- 

* o 

ysis, we see the following: % % - 

• Casn costs for Direct Services average $1,486 per child ot"65 
percent of the average •budget . The ' range is from £782 to 
$2,717 or from 49 to 75 "percent of tfte budget/ * 

• * Adninistrative costs average $354 per child or 15 percent -of 
the Head Start budget. .The rarae of costs is from $113 Jo '$735 
E^j^i^fldy or from 7 to almost 24 percent of the budget^ 

• Other Support Services (Occupancy and Transportation) average 
$448, ranging, from $.163 .tp $752, or from ,11 to almost 27 per- 

. * - cent of the gadget . ^ 

One suggestion resulting 'from this 'breakdown is that a comparison 

of tne percentage of cash cost#expertde& for Direct and Support Ser- 

vices' could yield an indicator of the "reasonableness" of dosts. Spe- 

cifically, the program that expends only 49 percent of its resources on 

Direct Services may fee distributing resources unwisely. Technical 

assistance may be directed^ toward analyzing the distribution in order 

to- discern *ny,so much money is spent dn the suppo'rt components. - ' 
/ • . 



The law regulating -Head Start- stipulates that to mprfe than 15 percent 
of a grantee^ budget may 1 fund "administrative" activities, but it 
defines none%f tnese activities. ,For this project- we constructed a 
clear definition by which only 7 programs are in pompli^nce. Witnout 
a Federal definition, -however / it is impossible to~st:ate definitively 
Wno does or does not exceed the 15 percent limit. 



Othet findings from Figure 3 are the following: * 

• Non-^sh in-kind contributions of^ significant scale are made 
chietly in the areas of Occupancy and Mministt?ation. ' For 
exanple, /Space is *dQna£ed *by churches, schools and housing 
prQj^cts*. Grantees and otper social service agencies donate 
a&ninis^rative. time, * 

• * V • ' -V ; \ * . 

• • The relative- pDsitiorts ot functidns remain fairly constant when 
^ one considers cash and total <^osts, witfi t$e exception ofi^the 

* placanent of costs for Ctecupancy-^ 'Because of Sizeabl^ space 
donations, the total cost of Occupancy places.it second 'only to 
.Education, and £head of both Nutrition and Administration, 

° e , * * ¥ < * ' * 

4 * To what degree ar^prograrns economical- and efficient in their* 
use of resources?" ] . \ ' ! 

. j^teble 3 summarizes tne annual ACYF-cost per ^hild s { economy) and 

tne ACYF cost per • child nour.of service (efficiency) for all 15 pro- 

grams in' the sample. * * 

♦ Hie range lr» pconomy is from $1/114 to $3,511 In th'e- centier- 
. ^based programs, with a mean of $2,110.' 'ifie two home-based 

• programs had annual per^hild costs of $;W155 (program fll) and 
$1,268 (prografa F) , considerably lower thah\ their center-based 
counterparts. /' ■ , # i 

— * 1 / 

m n^e. range in efficiency is, trdnu$1.16 per ho^ir to .$4,50 per 
nours among center-abased, programs, with' a mean of $2.66. The 

• home-bas$d .programs were less efficient per hour of direct con- 
tact with costs of $17.11 (8lf and $5.73* (F) 4 , though it is dif- 
ficult to equate^' one home-based 'aijd one center-base^ contact 

„ hour. * • V 

* * • •* 

% Thus, taefe-was considerable variation iii these two .important indices 

of cost-, even witnin the^ small sample of this study, " 

• . . *' #„~ j 

In addition, economical programs were not necessarily efficient 

and vice versa. The correlation between program's rankings*--*) these 

tv*> measures was only ,30 -(non-significant) . Though some programs were 

above the median^ on both economy and efficiency (CI, C2, C3/*E, F) ,* 

outers were above tne median only on economy (B2, B3, -H) or only on 

* , • • - ■» 
efficiency (A4, 31, D> , arxi still .others were above the median or nei- 

tner measure (Al, A2, A3, G, I) . 



Table 3 
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Program Economy anji Efficiency 
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Ranking of 
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) 


$1.16 
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5 * Wnat are. the levels of staff salaries in comparison with sala- 
ries of other lbcal staff working wicn children? ' '< ' 
y~ — - . 

, Because staff salaries are 1 such a significant part of the budget, 
we need 5 to examine them' f or "reasonableness". -First, how do theycom- 
pare with -other local salaries for people working with children? 
•Figure. 4 presents these comparisons. • 

• Schools pay teachers higher annual salaries than day care, cen- 
ters which pay higher salaries than Head Start. This is 

r largely because Head Start has a shorter working day and year 
of operation. -Head Start 'pays somewhat nigher ' hourly wages 
than day care; botyi are 5 -constrained -by minimum wage. . 



Most Head" Start staff receive relatively low annual salaries and 

directors wisrrnot to jeduce these salaries. Sorae directors even told 

' us tnat if tney reduced hours the staff worked per day, they would not 

also reduce salaries. ^Because salaries are-' such a large part of pro- . 

gram budgets, it may seem as though greater economy could be achieved 

through this line. item. That simply* may not be the case. 

. * 6 * How are- grantees realising economies? How do they expect to do 
. so jn tne future? 

/table 4 summarizes the- actions" that directors said tney would 
seriously consider in response to budget pressures. Follov/ing the name ■ 
• of the option, we .present the! number of directors -(out.of • 17 ipter- 
viewed) who said this option would be one of* the first three they would 
try. The option tnat was mentioned most often is "Serving fewer chil- 
dren." It is not that directors wish to serve a smaller number, but 
rather, that they think this is the only way to save a substantial 
amoW.of money. In fact, this action has already been taken in some" 
programs. Just witnin our sample, five programs were serving at ]>east 
five percent fewer cnildran than tne number " planned in their ACYF 
grant. The^critical imp/ication of this high ranking of the option is ^ 
\ - i ' 




Figure 1 > . . 

HOW DO HEAD' START ANNUAL SALARIES 
COMPARE WITH PUBLIC SQWOOL AND DAY CARE? 
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; % ~ *, ' Actions Directors Wbuld Seriously Glider 

# in Responses Budget Pressure 

; • c is it 

; - ! Ranked 

•Name of Option • - Highly? 

t ' ' T~ 1 - 

■ Al Serving fewer children. 4 9 

V £•', Giving no raises. \, 7 

C. Catting back on number of. weeks per year of program 

* operation.. . * 5 

D. Reducing the number ^of days per week each child attends. S 

E. Reducing the number of hours per day the child attends. * 4 

• ** 

F. Increasing reliance on donations (space, supplies, trans- 1 • 
portation) . < ' • 3 



; 3 

.. 3 



G. FirHing additional income from federal, state and local 
sources. * u . 

H. .* Moving more children fBora center-based to a h6me-based 

option/ \ 1 . ; ' 

I. Changing transportation plans. v 3 

J. Clanging facilities or postponing renovations.* " 3' 

■* * $ 

K. Reducing central staff or consolidating coordinators.* 3 

Cutting nunoer of hours of daily operation. • * 2 

M. . Reducing fringe benefits. . * 2 

N. Increasing* class size; * c > 1 

0. Replacing emjSloyee^witn consultants. ,1 



/< 

— r*" 



These questions ^ere .asked of. only 10 directors. - */~ 



tnat if pDlicy makers wish to avqid ' reducing the nailer of children, 

tnsy must clearly say -so. If 'directors *re- given the discretion of 

!\ • ctoosing # the 'way they will reduce costs/ they may well select this 

** 

; optioa without a National Office warning to the contrary, 

* * * 4 PP tion fi ' "Giving no raises," is straightforward. 16 there is no 
money for cost-of-living increases, the directors will not take money 
^ ( 'from other line items for tnis purpose, . 

* Qotioris C, D, E, and L are all ways of reducing services, and are 
trade-offs to rediicing the nunber of children served. Some may be 
s m acceptable to Head Start; sane may not. Chce again, policy could be 

set, about the level of service' that should be -supplied by *fead Start 
• programs because directors may opt to reduce services in- ways which ace 

unagceptable to, staff "in the rtational office,- if they are given free * 

1 Ji , 

cnoice and- think they. can dcT nothing else. ' 

* r " * '« t 

' „ ^tions F and Q involve, donations. Directors ih our Sample were 
'-/ - not sanguine about increasing reliance on donations of space, supplies 

or • transportation or on findir^g additional income sources. -(Not one # 
director ranKedf'incaeasing reliance on volunteer staff.) Frequent com- 
Merits on soliciting donations'* were , "Volunt^e'rs cart never replace . 

staff ," " You can't depend on volunteers* 'foe numbers .or quality," and 

' * ' ' • * . » / • * > 

• -"Parents are difficult to get because they are working."* 
J * * 

Tt> a* direct quest ion,, about the # potential of obtaining increased 
■ \ donations in ,tne future — of increasihg leveraging activities — five* 
directors- saiji there was a potential .for loss of donations; eight said 
v ' , .« donations could be maintained at tne sane level but not increased, and 

w Said tnere was sane -potential fojr- increased • Unfortunately, each • 

' * * • 

\ o£ .these latter four were, hesitant aoqut their reply, stating that "If 

• -• . . '\j 

* - • a * ' - "* 

' 4 * ♦ -** , . ♦ > 
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tne county economy continues to improve' as in tne last five years, Head 
Start ma£ get some donations/ "We may manage more cash through founda- 
tions , M and M We may do some joint work witn two day care centers and 
rtontessori." , Since directors have not actively sought increased dona- 
tions from the private sector, it is difficult to gauge the objective 

» & « 

prooability of success. But it is clear that directors are pessimis- 
tic. / ■ 

Cation H, increased use of tne home-basad option, was selected by 
three directors,,. with caveats., No one can operate a home-based program 
without a center-based program for children to come to periodically. 
So, expansion of the home-based option has a limit. In addition, most 
directors thought that the home-based option was appropriate only for a 
certain select group of children — for 3-year-olds as an investment in 
the family fcefore the child comes/to the center-based program, for 
cnildre&i so pnysically isolated tfaat the program cannot afford trans- 
portation, etc. Directors did not^toink that tnis option could de- 

» * * * 

crease .costs substantially, * 

Similarly, Cations I, J, and M could only realize small savings, 
♦tost directors said that they had already explored ways to reduce 
transportation, occupancy and fringe benefit charges, and that they had 
made these areas as economical and efficient as possible, r Ihe level of 
fringe oenefits offered staff is not very high now, and reduction 
c simply did not seem feasible, - v 

Cation K, "Reducing central staff or cdhsolidating cooed inators, " . 
was only mentioned by three directors, but this small number is more 
lixely the result of the fact that we -did not ask o directly; about this 
option, "Eacrr-of the three directors who' mentioned it brought it up 



•spontaneously vnen asked if there were other ways to 'change staff fing, 
arrangements and save money. Such restructuring may be a suggestion 
and possibility for othter programs as well. • 

It is interesting that only one director ranked Option N, "In- 
creasing class size." V>hen we looked at tfte class size within the sara-; 
pled programs, we found generally that attendance on a given day was 
well below the/20 Children limit recommended by Head Start. In fact, 
if a policy wap^adopted of encouraging IS attending children' in each 
classroom (and allowing over enrollment so that 13 would attend most 
days) , sampled programs could serve an additional 365 children, an 18 , 
percerft increase over planned enrollment; Certainly tnete are limits 
§£t by space, transportation needs, and "state regulations, but changing 
Haad Start policy to encourage overenrollment and considering increased 
class size may assist in achieving tlje goal of increasing the enroll- 
ment nationally wifcnout (ac least substantially) increasing costs. 

Three items asked of .directors were excluded from the table be- 
cause none endorsed th^ra: decreasing tfte staff/cnild ratio; hiring 
staff for fewer hours per dajt; and recruiting more volunteers. " Direct- 
ors felt strongly that each 'was inappropriate, that they were at their 
limit now. 

A Process for Review of *Costs «' 

The- four criteria of program performance/ economy, efficiency, and 
leveraging .have proved especially useful in this reporting of results.'-: 

« «— * ' - • «. « 

flfecall that we cnose eight fferformance • ir*3icators>£o1r this project; 
many more may be defined in a thorough examination b£ quality in a pro- 
gram's structural arrangements, interactions a-nong staff and cnildren, ' 
and outcomes for cnildren and families. In addition, we chose only' one 



principal indicator for sacn off; the other criteria. . For economy, we 
used annual ACYF <cost per child; for eff iciengy^ ACYF cost per child 
hour of service; and for leveraging ability, percent of total revenue 
from non-ACYF sources. ' Certainly in the area of efficiency, many other 
Indices of units of Service could be emmployed. 

Taking all four criteria together, we can begin to'cdnstruct valu- 
able pictures of Head Start programs. Tfcble 5 and Figure 5 demonstrate 
the process. Table 5 summarizes data on the 15 sampled programs for 
toe .four. l key variables. For ^economy, efficiency and leveraging it 
snows the value assigned each program and a rating of that value desig- 
nating it *s very low (VL) , low (L) , medium (M) , high, (H) , or very high 
(VH) in comparison • to^ other £^ led programs. "Very high" implies 
highly economical (spending relatively little money annually per 
cnild) , highly efficient (costing 'relatively, little for eacji' hour' of 
service) or high leveraging * (using a relatively large amount of non- 
PCYF monies to pay for the progfanj) Program performance is indexed by 
nunoer of^icems scored at or above a '♦satisfactory" threshold level. 

Figure 5 organizes these data into a chart dividing the sample 
into Significant groups. The steps taken to arrive at these groups are 
as follows: 

(1) All "programs- vJere. listed first in order of. aijnual *cdst per* 
cnild (ecpnoray) A * then by cost per child hour of 'service '('ef f i- . 
ciency) and jpercent of nbn-ACYF revenue (leveraging)/ 

(2) The P9ints^ at whicn majoc breaks occurred £n tpe distributions 
were determined and groups oi programs were^ rated low, median 
or high' on each variable. If an .outlier appeared oh the end 
of a distribution, it v*as called "very low" or "very high." > 

(3) A score was' then attached to the categories by assigning "1" 
• ' to "vecy low", *2 n to "ldw", "3" to "medium", "4" to "high", 

and* "5" to "very high,% .Two* sums of scobs' were then calcu- 
lated^ for each program. In tna first case, the scores fc^r 
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'fable 5 

Major Coat and Performance Measures 
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# Non-ACm Program Per- 
Revenue Rating •' forinance Index 

10.2 L 7/7 

31.0 M 0 
31.9 L 6 
27:2 M 7 

• 16.1 L- 0 

27.3 M 4 
33.9 II 7 ' 

.-36.1 ii 6 

31.3 M 8 

49.,3 VII . 7 

23. 1 H 8 
38.0 H 7 
37.7 H £/7 

26.3 M » 7 
3O.9 M ' - 7 

27.4 M 8 



Key to.fcxtiogs: VL = Very large; i, = Lot/; M = Medium; 11' = High; VII = Very High. 



, • figure S ; . ' 

Division of programs by Cost and performance Indicators 
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ratings>for Economy, Efficient and Leveraging are as fallows*: 
VL - Very Low; L = Low; H = Medium; H*= High; VH = Very High. 

Performance is a sun; of 8 indices, each of which is scored 
as "passed at. a satisfactory level" U.ooint) or failed (0 Doinrs). 



each variable were weighted equally. In the second, effi- 
ciency was, given twice the weight of the others because econ- 
omy and leveraging were significantly correlated. " (Other 
weighting schemes are certainly possible. ) i 

(4) Figure. 5 was prepared as a listing of programs by their total 
scores from lowest to highest, and adding the program perform- 
ance index. Lines were drawn to separate or og rams into grouos 
of differing degrees of potential interest*. 

^'On Figure 5, Group. I has been labeled "Most Useful to- Examine." 

* . * * . 

It contains those three programs 'which, . relative , to tpe rest of the 

sample, might benefit the most from a close examination of costs. A3 

may also have quality issues to be explored. Group II comprises seven. 

programs 'tnat scored "low" on ope (and in one' case two) cost variables. 

Tha programs nere "May Be Examined" when there is time as they are not 

% operating optimally in a financial sense, but they have fewer potential 

problem areas than Group I. One program (32) clearly invites scrutiny 

as it passed only four of the eight program performance indices'. Group 

III has the programs "ieast Useful to Exanine" as all scored n mea*ium"° 

or better' on eacn cost Variable. Though program "performance issueslnav 

% 4 1 

serve- as an invitation for assessment, these programs iook liXe effec- 
•tiye managers of cost. It should, of course, be noted that all ratings 
•of cost variables "are relative to other programs -in the sample. If* * a 11 ■ 
Head Start programs ware rated, these sample programs might fall into, 
different groups. 

. . J •* . < 

It is particularly interesting to note that performance an* co^t 

were' not related in this sample. The programs with no ' performance , 

problems (as we defined them) appeared 'in , all three groups; programs 

with potential, quality problems were .members of each group. This 

implies that high cost' is not a necessary condition for high quality, 

but does not suggest that additional funds should not "be needed, to * 
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improve performance in a particular program. Quality and**cost Q issues 
.both/may need examination; it is useful to 'know .they do not necessarily 
drive) one another. ~ ♦ 

r Sucn a classification of programs is a first, step in the examina- 
tion of costs. :lhese indices fill the' role of diagnostic tools,, iden- 
tifylng .programs were further assessment is warranted. This thorough 
assessnent; then, could be in the form of a full-scale examination of 
costs through tne use of detailed questions about program design and 
persoijnel and operating *costs, like those used in the present study.*" 

One* conclusion to be drawn from our preliminary investigations of 
cost and performance is that* subh a process could b^ adopted for all 

f Head Start grantees and delegates* ACYF currently' has most of the 
tools to isolate-those programs needing T&TA to increase their e^nomy, 
S^iciency, and leveraging ability. Specifically, gnce the annual *cb$t 

'per Qhi}d, ^the cost- per child houry&nd, if possible^ the non-^crfr 
snare of total** revenue are known frcxA th$ PIR and grants accounting 

, i.orms, ACYF staff can target technical assistance .to 'those programs 
tnat show problematic costs* or-/on£ oj all of these criteri'a. Such 
technical'- assistance coul^be \^ry detailed for those prograns found to 
be tost Useful to Examine and somewhat* more*ponstrained for those .found' • 
^ bellow" on onlyodne criterion. All technical assitance must/ o£ 
coca^e, consist of a process ot negotiation with the grantee to ensure 
the greatest \economy,- efficiency and leveraging within a context Vf * 
satisfactory program pSrfonnance*. i ^ „ 




• , - 4 SBCCWMEMOATIOsIS * 

IrT^jhis final section via present two recontnendations from the - 

study and discuss tne process by which each recommendation could, if 

accepted , be put into "effect by ACYF. * < 

1- We recommend that ACYF extend Its policy guidance to grantees , 
. in tne process of leveraging resources from non-ACYF sources . 

The current policy describing requirements tor non-Federal share 

could be .clarified in seviral ways; ^ m 

Irancees could be told wno (among their staff) should do'addi-' 
lonal soliciting of funds and serviced; to whom such 'requests 
hould be directed; now atftgLtime snould be allocate^ for such!*" 
ictivities; and how mucn monly or how high an imputed value 
'sucn^ctiviti^es are' expected to^generate. 

• The current maxim 'taatf ACYF monies should be the dollars of 
last jpesort could be explained in more thorough detail so that 

f grantees are aware of as many potential opportunities for non- 
ACYF funding as possible. 

• , Grantees should understand that the requirement 'is for a 20 

perqent non-Federal share of costs,- b A uc tftat. ACXF x eno»uragas 
as large a. nori-Federal share as possible. ;> 

• tto penalty should accrue to a grantee witn an extensive non-^ 
Federal snare*.. That is,, it is recommended that ACYF not cut 
the siTe of its grant because a grantee is able to leverage 
other resoQrcas. In fact, the agency might consider a. reward^ 
or incentive for sucn behavior.. 

Because tnis, recommendation'* merely extends ^a policy already in 

effect at ACYF, tne; proposed extension could probably be, introduced , 

fully ac a national Head Start meeting ?i Following a^thoroujh. discus- 

sion of the reasons for the policy clarification, Jth& extension itself, 

and the advantages of encouragipg leveraging, grantees gould engage in 

an exchange^f 'examples of, successful activities they have employed. 

< 2. We recontflend that ACYF review grantee costs on a ca3e by ca$e 
oasis uTsing tne criteria of economy, efficiency, and leverag- ' 
ingV and then provide tne necessary tecnnical assistance to " 
% . programs tnac are spending asove stated levels ± ~ 
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3 ' v " 

* Before such a process could begin in earnest; one particular pol-. 
'icy question needs to-, be addressed:* How many ""hours of. service are 
deemed necessary and sufficient, to constitute a program as Haad.Starfc?. 

,Pirst, is there a minimum number of hours per day/ days per week, 
or days per year for a program? A decision* was made fairly early, in 
the 1970* s that a s;x- to eight-week summer session (30 to 40 days) wis 
insufficient. We found "full-year" programs that offered only 62 days 
per year.- Is the critical wount of time desired any number over 40 
days or -is it perhaps 100 days? Until a -minimum is -set,, regional aUff 
will find it difficult to suggest that those economical but ineffi<Snt 
programs witn few^ service hours, per child should increase service's. 
They need guidance i . * < • ' 

Second,' is tnerefa maximum natter of hours beyond which Head. Start 
snouid withdraw support frqm-a*prograiff? » Head Start is nor of f icially 



': ln 4S? -¥ s . l ' l ^ > sS of child- care for working parents or providing a ser* 

. . 4* * J* *>, . , • ..if 

^vice>for^l3 or* toe. hours a. day*, 0 Ye£ some .Head Start' programs "(often 
tnose judged "n^h^pno^icaf^but ;&&Ly : J fgici'znz) do offer these ser- 
vices, usually, because tiheir>li^n^le. confca|ns- a -high proportion of 
wor<i«ng parents wno need sucn long Jibur^pfi^care: a policy' decision 
about nushber of nours, accompanied'/ by suggestions about alternative 
funding k>urces -for, those npurs in excels- of -Bead Start's, would help. 
regionajU staff advise programs on increasing economies. 

Fallowing jtnis decision, ACYF cbuk'begin t^e process of evalu- 

J * * ' " 

aning /grantee coses, and isolatii^ those grantees in need of technical* 



assistance . 



A new national functipnal unit costing , system . Coe form of' this" 

# t , > 

process. wo uld\beg in with establishing a national functional unit cost- 
xng system for \Head Start. Such a system would jassign costs to func- 

tional areas-uhiformly across programs and would include clear defini- 

i 

tions of units of service. It would serve as the mechanism for collec- 

* 9 * 

ting cost data and ^transferring it to regional offices or to the 



^N^tional Office for analysis. , Careful management of these data, that 

- .is, sensitive analysis of tne Relationship of the numbers to indices of 

» t i • 

program performance , could allow regional or Federal staff to develop 

<^stand$«3s for judging the reasonableness of > costs. 

• ' '1 ' -*v 

A revised costing 'system . A second form oxtoe process, would be t 



tq revise current Head Start reporting* forms so ,thkt staff could use 

V . **** ' \\ 

^ them to gather jpst and service ' information for evaluation.' At a 

minimun, this might include changing questions on tieldrants applica- 




ris reports. 'lhe 



tidn package and on the quarterly or year^end Expend 

-principles guiding- such^ revisions could include r 

' • ■ " \ ^ 

• . Revise the budget line, items /so' that adequate estimates can^be 
ma.de of functional costs. ~" 

'Grantees .now use, four to 10 ijne ri terns in p^opo^ing the^r cost 

striictufe^ *This se£ could be ekpanftfr jto provide tegiohal $nd Federal 

staff with rfea^onable cost estimp 

functional costs 

• Include simp\e straight: 
vices. 




Df >direct jnd .support service 



r*»rd questions- about psogr^m ser- 



x The Program Information Retort (PIR) currently provides informa- 
* *** ' \ I 

tion which could be usea to estimate units -of service.' 3u£ the matt. 



useful estimates would be 



those appearing on the same form as the cost 



• A 



t information so that decision ymaKers would have a complete set of data 




44, 



51 



V 



before them at the time they need to decide about the reasonableness of 
costs. ' 

Gather cost and service information for a year usina these new 
questions and set policy as to "reasonable" costs fot grantees 
with different levels of enrollment inmrban, rural, -or mixed 
♦ ~ areas, with home-based or only center-based programs**. 

«** ■» 

The .process of Y setting standards or simply maxima for costs in 
different, categories must be carefully carried, through. Grantees need 
to be economical and efficient in their use of resources and leverage 
as much additional revenue aS possible, but they must also deliver high 
quality comprehensive services. Any standards or <naximun acceptable 
costs must take account of differing grantee circumstances* with respect 
to ; the availability of free or low-cost .services. • 

Though tnese revisions can be suggested as straight fbrward and 
simple processes, tney will involve considerable time and require clear 
decisions from many interested parties* Decision makers at all leyels 
o£ oversight of*the Head Start program iould have, to decide th* set of 
costs that is important to collect — what functions of the program 
should be defined and costed — > as' veil as the units of service by 
wnich functional costs should be divided. xX/en after a year of collec- 
» ting* data on the revised forms j^Lfficult Visions remain to be made 
about standards for acceptable costs and. the direction of assistance to 
sites for meeting "those standards. • , 

^ -In addition, of course,, any revisions' tc^ existing reporting fondS 
(let alone the creation of new forms) musfr receive the approval ai OMB. 
The submission and approval process is sufficiently long that an esti- 
mat* of twp years is not unreasonable before a new. system. could be 
expected.? to deliver tne full set, of cost information desired*. , 
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i • , 

- . • i . . . 

& An initial giagnostit system . *• third" suggestion ot" a process , ' 
whicn could oe instituted begins witn tHe pseaise- that information is 
needed soon' on costs, ihoagn it would be: most useful to have complete 
wost data on all grantees, it would be Helpful to have early diagnostic 
. data which could Isolate those grantees which might benefit from closer" 
scrutiny. Following diagnosis, a procedure of visiting grantees and - 

^examining books witn care could be instituted" \ 

\ ~\ 

The collection of diagnostic information could be^ine through the 
use of program performance, and cost - instruments^ including the ffIR, 
ificn, the grant application, and an^pipplemental gfants.j From the PIR* ' 
or 3AVI, regional^ staff could extract' performance' indicators and the 

number of hours of contact per, year with children in claksrooms j(this 

" « • , *~ 
nunDer^nay need to 0 be checked with the program over thi 'telephone); 

• \ T * 

from tne financial information, staff could specify the number of chil- c 

dren planned for enrollment and the -total jarflount^of fri' KXF grant. 

From tnese/data staff could repeat the efforts of the present project 

in calculating a program performance -index and tne ecopens^nd e ffi- 

' ciency of all programs, constructing a ranking of -programs, and select- 

* i • • 

ing tnose in the less economical, 'less- efficient group (and tnose with ■ " 

performance problems) for visits or an in-depth study. 

,Such a process would be advantageous in tlie speed with wnich diag- ' 

■ t \ . i 

noses, could be made and would point staff tokhe prime candidates 'for 

- i > • ' * 

furtner evaluation. But it does not supply instruments for follow-up; 

v -; 7 ' ' . 

staff would nave to devise their own methods pf assessing total costs 

i ; ' 

and leveraging ability, and of recasting, accounts into a standardized 

• *^ . 

ameworx until some set of new forms could be cleared .through OMS. 

A . : ' » 
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fnis idea of swi'-ft diagnosis leading to detailed^ folloy-up' 

directly with the grantee or delegate is particularly pleasflj^in that 

tne" program is involved in the process a|rly on. Rscogntiing^ tf&at each' 

grantee differs from every other one in the specif ic~ program it offers, 

it is critical tnat any examination of costs -be prepared tc3 respond* to 

sucn uniqueness, tWft tne process .'contain a dialogue between program ' 

'and regional staff. Each suggestion about revisions program and ' 

cost structure must be reviewed by all concerned parties. Though pres- 

* •* * 

sure can 1 be aqplie^ for change, the best outcome of review is 'change 

embraced by all parties^ 

Eventually the process of diangosis and in-depth review will have 
all necessary . insrunents. ^With careful uW* it can result in better 
fiscal management of Head Start, and perhaps 'in fikrvingv more* children 
for the same cost or, improving the program performance, for those chil- 
dren being served. f ' * * 
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INTERVIEWS 



General Instructions 



* Pleascnote tSat each^page of the^e instructions is numbered and coded 
wi'th the letters. A', B, C, and/or D, * Pages^cpded • 

A are appropriate for grantees which operate their own' program and 
* * i\ave delegates; * / 

#> B , for grantees which do not # operate their own program, but work 
* solely through delegates ;„ - 
^ ' + •' . 

^ C ,for grantees "with their over pjrogr^m, but no delegates; ;and ♦ 

D for delejate^agepcies. * * 

*Ple.ase*be sure you have the appropriate forms for the kind of tagency you will 

v be visiting. . i / 



- 1. 



Directors, In t erv i e w 



Grantee Name: 
Delegate Name: 
Address : 



Respondent : . 

title: \ ^ 

Phone:. _( )_ 

Interviewer: — - 



Date: 



As"*you'know, we arcs collecting a considerable amounfe^of data about the current 
1 structure and operations of Head Start grantees and delegatess This helps us 
understand better the different organizational arrangements that programs have * 
found useful and the costs of prcpviding quality services to children and families. 
We want to know how and why particular divisions of responsibility have come 
about between grantee and delegate, and among staff, and how programs have respon- 
ded to past increases and decreases *in budgets while maintaining the quality of ^ ' 
their programs. Consequently, .we want to spend^some time asking you how your 
program has evolved and how it has or can cope with changes in federal funding. 

First, let f s talk about how the current delegate-grantee relationship has evolved. 

1« » G; For how many years have you operated. as a Head Start grantee? 

D: For, how many years have you operated as a Head Start delegate? 



2. G: Have you always had delegates (a delegate)? * ' 

D: Has this program always operated as a delegate under the -auspices of 
1 (grantee)? 




No 



02a) 



Yes 



2a. When did the current arrangement come about? 



2b. * Under wh^t kind of arrangement did you operate previously?* 



3^ Are there -any other aspects of the history <5f this project .or the Head Start- 
program in this community that. will help -me in .understanding your* current 
operations or the political and* budget context 'within which^you must operate? 



* Director's Interview ^ I-ABCD 



Now, I'd. like tp turn Co consideration of the way in which administrative and * 
operating responsibilities are 0 divided between grantee^and delegate. 

4. First, let's consider the division or administrative responsibilities and 



ties 



du- 



G: Wha.t, role, for example, do you,' as grantee, play in . , . an d what role does 
yo.ur delegate play? 



D: ' ™* A ? role, -for example', do~-yoTrr7rs-^ggster plky"itr rrnzti- d • what rol 
does your grantee play? 

^ - ' Delegate ' 



your grantee play? 
Grantee 



Preparing Grant 
' Application* 



Budget Prepaaration* 



Hov Services Provjfted 
(©•get balk purchasing, 
autoaatea accounting, etc,) 



\ 



Budget Monitoring 
and Feedback* 



Fanagejaent Decisions: 
Day --to-Day* . ■ 



>Long-f*ange: 



Purchasing^ 



Personnel* 



Heportin^ 



* * \ 



Mana^ng *Cther Federal ' 

?bnies (e«*,, CEtA*% 
itle XX, Day Care)* 



Monitoring Federal 
Regulations ang 
Performance Std?* 
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Director's Interview' 2-ABCD 



5^ Gi Turning to the. 5 program 'components 'of Head Start '(Education, Health, Nu- 
trition, Social Services, and Parent Involvement) , .how *do you, as grantee, 
divide responsibilities with your delegate(s) 'for the delivery of* seryi- 



• ces to clients? 



Turning to the 5 program components of Head Start (Education, Health, Nu- 
trition, Social Services, and plrent Involvement), how do you, as dele- 
gate^ .divide responsibilities "with -your grantee for the delivery of 



services? 



Educations 



, Grantee 



Delegate 



How Services Pra^ded 
(e.g *, through a 
consultant, full-time 
employee, etc.)* 



Health: 

H 



Ifutrltiom 



Social'' Services : 



Parent Involve^toent: 

*rrs 



<* • i , • - 




y 



'. Director's Interview 3-ABCD 



One way m which Head Start programs vary is in the staffing patterns they, 
utilize—that is; in the relative mix of professionals and paraprofes'sionals 
, specialists and generalises, consultants and employees, volunteers and em- 
ployees,. and so on. I'd like to explore with you the way the present staffing 
structure has come about, along with the degree ,6i flexibility with, regard 
to staffing that you feel you -have had for adapting to changing conditions. ' 

First let* me ask you how— in" terms of prof essional/.paraprof essional , consul- 
tant/employee, specialist/generalist, or other terms you' may feel appropriate-*- 
you would characterize your present slaf-fing pattern. 



A 



Have you implemented or»attempted to iripJLeraent other staffing approaches in 
the past? , % 

No: (8> s Yes: . (7a) 

7a. v What were these approaches? * , 




Director's Interview 4-ABCD , 
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7c. What led you to adopt your present approach to '•staffing? 



There have been several ups and downs in the funding of Head Start programs 
on the federal level over the years. I would like to get a -better picture of 
how programs have. rfugonded to these variations. For example, back in 1978 
C o ngr es s appropriat e d^ generous inc r ease .the Head Start program. I ' d like 
to know whether you received an increase then or at: another time and if so 
how you used this increase in your, program. For example, did you increase 
the number of. children served, create '(mpre) fuU-day programs, reduce the 
chUd/staff ratios with the addition of more paid 'staff, improve your build- 
ing, or take other steps? , * 



y 1 , 



Ais year's budget may provide 'for an increase in' Head" Start funds; I'd 
like to explore* in some detail *the options to which you would devote or 1 
are considering devoting «ddift*rlal funds \ I'll read a list of options 
relating mostly to staffing and programmatic changes .and ask you to indicate 
if thi^pptions are ones you would seriously consider, 'If so, I'd also like 
you to indicate whether you consider this improvement in your' program a 
necessity or simply a valuable way to improve the program. 



4 



Director's Interview 5-ABCD 

: Go 



Woulji you seriously consider... 



a. Increasing the pumber of chil- 
dren served? 



(STAFFING) 

b* Improving the st*£f /child 
ratio through the addition ' 
of more paid staff? 



Yes/ [Essential/ 
No ' Nice 



Rank 



Comments 



c. Reducing class size through^ 
the addition of more classes^ 
and more paid staff? 



d. Hiring classroom ^staff for more 
hours per day than is now the 
case? ' 



e. Replacing some paraprofession- 
als with professionals? 



f. Replacing some consultants who 
now only work part-time or 
as neede3,' wiiffTfull-time em- 



ployees? 






g. Replacing some volunteers with 
paid staff? 




! j 1 ^— ■ - 

; ' »* 

1 ' • o . 



£h. Increasing staff -salaries? 



x. Increasing fringei benefits? 



j. w Making other staffing or perr 
% t sonnel changes--specify: 

■ -.- • -. k . 


■ \ ■ 

1 






(PROCRAWMATIC) 

k$-. Allowing more children to rer 
/ifiain in the program two or 
more years? 

* 


I 

i . 

i ' 
1 




1 

t 


1. Increasing the number of hours 
reach day, the program operates? 






m. Increasing the number of weeks 
-P? r year the prograq operates? 


' - J 
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Director's Interview 6-ABCD 



■ ^ i 

n. Increasing c he number of days., 
per week each child attends? 


- 


) 


■ 


il 

4 

•* 

r . • V 


■* , 

o. Increasing the number of, hours 
* * per day each chifd attends? 


4 


* 




f 


p. novmf more cniiaren from the 


V 








^home-based option ,to the center- 
. based ptpgrani? * 
o. Addinz -a home-based option. 




• 






r. xveaucmg reliance on state, 
-jj localr, or non- Federal funding 

sources? « j 




« 




• 


s. xweaucing reliance on donations 
(e.g., sp^ce, supplies, trans- 
portation) 1 — ^specify: m • 

<. • ? » * 




• 




4 


# \ > f . 
t. Increas ing 'th$ availability of 
.center-provided transportation* 
. Cbuses, vans; 9 etc.)? 




- < 9 




1 


Changing food procurement 
arrah|ements? 










v. Renovating or improving the 
building or facilities? 

w. Other ^.programmatic 'changes — 
specify: 

• ~* 


•1 


*» 

6 


* 


• 

» 



11. 



© — - — — — y>»*» " ww*v* ^ l-uo i >w*c i. ui<aj\.j.wg li you UdQ 

additional funds available. I'd now like you t£take this list and look 
>t those changes and rank the top three items you would changfc. 

Having discussed the "best possible case"— funding increases--! 1 d like 
you. tcrconsider "worst possible cases'—funding decreases. I'understand 
that in "the last few years inflationary'- pressures have taken thei.r toll 
on Head Start. ^Can you tell me what sorts', of strategies -you have used in 
. the past to deal with shrinking budgets? . 
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f 


• 




f 


if • 




• * 




>, ' 




• 


•> 

12. Pushing ~thTs~*cenario just a bit further, I'd like you to'consider whac\ ** ' 
you will do if your program -faces inflationary pressures in the future. 
Once again, I'll go through a list of possible staffing and programmatic' 
# changes for coping with inflationary oressures and ask v«n uVmWi 

would seriously consider, and what problems would be im>nlvnd in ^pig- 
menting the, changes in terms of feasibility, program quality, and poten- 
tial cost savings. t * 

• 


- - % 


- - Would you seriously Consider. . ; 


Yes/ 
*No ' 


/ 

* Rank 


Impact ' m 
Feasibility; Quality: Cost ' • 




a. Serving fewer children? 

..- ^_ : s : 










(STAFFING) • # • 








i 

/ 


b» Increasing the child/staff 
ratio? 


„ 




* 




C IllCrM?l flff el ace c i f a *«K« 1 a 
\ Auwi caaiu^ tidss size Vnlle 

maintaining the desired 
child/staff ratio- through 

y Uiic use ui alQcS , 


1 


i 

! 


* 1 ' 


■ 


d. Hiring, classsbpm staff fop ' 
i*wci liiuuts. per oay titan' 
/ is now the case? 






* > 




c • ftcyAaumg oume profession 
ais with paraprofession- 

) als? • , 








: % 


*• ^xvepidcing some employees 
. with consultants who could a 
be used on, a part-time ot 
as-needed basis? 

♦ 


i 

- 




* 




g # Recruiting more volunteers 
to replace paid staff? 


i 






h. Giving no raises? 

> 


!■ ~i 

I 




4 


a« xveoucing ixinge 1 Generics. 




( 


1 r- * 




j. Other staffing or person- 
nel changes— specif y: 

I ■ • 






* r 




• / 
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^ * * * ; 













(12. cont'd) 



r 

4 


aft 

, Yes/ 

■ 'No 


L ^ 

' * Rank 


Impact . 
Feasibility; Quality; Cost 


(PROGRAMMATIC) - - > 

k/ Cutting back on the number of 
hours each day the program 
operates? 


r— n 

f 

i 


* *■ 
< 

> 


* ; 

K 

« 


1. Cutting back on the number of 


< t 


i- . - . 

i '» > ' 


, weeks per y^ar the progrim , , 

operate^? ' • . ' . * ; * . | 




tn. Reducing, the number of 'day $ •. » ft i 
per- week* each cluld att«^$ j 


'J • 1 . 

■ ' . ! 


n. 'Reducing the 6 . dumber of fours' r ' * s ] .. 

per day $ach child, at tends 
1~* . \ ^ 




o. \llowilig each child" to . attend 
* for ^only bne ye^r? * ' -j 


. j 
( ■ 




? -~ ' * \ * *■ ■ ' * * i ^ 
p. Moving* toore xhildren^f ram the i *• 

center-based program .into the " ^< 

home-based option? . • » r 

^ « — * : 


h— : • 

*' ' . 

i / 


q. Finding additional inqome ftom' *, * 
other Federal, state, Qr local , f t . ? 
sources— specify: - i % ^ 


" * ! 

V 

\ * 

\ * 

• * 



r. / Increasing reliance on donat 
tions (e.g., space; supplies, 
transportaticpn) — spe'cify:, 



s. Changing transportation plans 
te.g. , ' carpools, parents, 
or public) — specify:' • . * * 


1 

i 


< 

I 
I 


t. 1 Changing footf procurement 
.arrangements? 








u* Changing facilities* or postponing 
renovations? 








~* HaKing fctner programmatic - 
K f changes— specify: 


- . i ■ ! 
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You have- listed changes chat you would consider making. Now I'd like 
you to take this list "and Ijlook at those changes and rank the first 
three you -would try. * 



Although Head Start is not being cut other Federal programs are 
being cut back which may affect- your program. I « ■ 

/ 

--Hwtlo-you expect -the cut sr. in the^CETA program to effect this program? 



■J 



How will your program be affected by' any loss of CSA funding? 
(G: Will your delegate(s) need, to find a new grantee agency?) 



(ft 



/ 

Will you jeed to find a new grantee agency?) 

( / • ■ 



How -do you expect the cuts in USDA funding to affect your program? 

* 



f 



Director's Interview 10-ABCD 
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Now I'd like to learn something/about, your experience in attempting to 
obtain donated goods and services for the program. Let's talk first 
about volunteer staff.* / 



17. What has been the experience of your program in obtaining volunteer 
, staff—that is / in what kinds of ppsitions ha% you used volunteers,- 
to what extent have you relied on them, and how difficult has it 
# been to recruit them? 



j 



18. 



What has been the experience of your program in obtaining tfther types 
of donations— for instance,, space, transportation, tfooks, and" supplie 
To what extent have^you relied on such donations and how difficult > 
has it been to obtain them? 



4 

i 



Director's Interview 11-ABCD 



What would you, say is the potential for the continued or increased use 
Of donated goods and services by this program? 



* f * 



Finally, we are interested in obtaining some information about the 
salaries paid to teachers in public schools and local day care 
centers in the area we are' studying. i 



20a. What is the riame~of the public school system that includes 
the area>erved by this Head Start program? *Who' should we 
/ spgak to there, and what is the telephone number? 



Vi 



\ m 



V 



Director's Interview 12-ABCD 



,20b. What are the-, names of "two or three neatby^day care Qenters that- 
^perat^ programs for children of similar >backg6ounds to your* 
Head-Start children? ' 




• , - '<4 

That concludes my prepared questions. Is there "anything else you would 
like to add about Head Start funding needs, cost containment strategies, 
or any of ^the other* topics we have discussed today? 
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Grantee Profile 4 



^ aae: ■ .■ Contact: 
Addr4sS: — ! L___^Vj "title: \ 



Phone: ( ) 



T7 



1. Region^ (Check one.)': t 



IV- ■ VII 



2 '' /f?f ^ i * c f l .y««* for which books have Ijeen closed: /• ; - /; •/ 



^All remaining questions must reflect tfhis fiscal year.) - 

3. ( Was there anything exceptional about the' program's incdfce or expenditures 
in this fiscal year?. No: 'Yes (Explain.): 

• * c 

4 ; Number of delegate agencies: * . * 

Number of 'centers administered by: Delegates:^ Grantee: 

5. Grantee has CYF-paid staff: No:' *• Yes (Number)- '» 

T * - f f ' . ' 

6. Area served: Urbanr-J « Rural: _J Both: ' ' ^ 

7. Auspices: Community Action Agency * . ' " • 

Schbol System , * , \ s « 

Prifyat^ Non-profit , : ' ' .•'.••«'« • 

. LocaJL^Govenwnent Agency . • ^ „ 

Other (Specify) *j~ • . 



-Gran- tee ' s»:Owu 



.8. ".Enrollment Total, planned in ACYF g.ant 

% Total actual , * 

9. . Total ACYF monies re.ceived for Head Start in fiscal, year: $ 
j. ' Carry-over balance: $~~ 



Iff., Division of 'ACYF monies "between "Relegates : • 1. $ 



• 5 -- '* ' ' - fi - 4*-**- '7.' $ 



4 - ? \ 



t: 



vV - 



<+f : Completed by: ■ . « ' Date: 

Code: * ABC 



Delegate Prbfile 

Name: • 



Contact: 



Address: • ■ -Title: 



Phone: ( ) 
Grantee: 



!• Region (Check oner)': I 



IV . VII 

2. Last fiscal year for which books have been closed: ' //,_// 



(All remaining questions must reflect this fiscal year.) 

3 *' ?n S t Ji! r f- a ^ thinS f Ce P tional * b ° ut the program's income or expenditures, 
in this fiscal year? No.: Yes (Explain.): > 



4^ Number of Centers: 



5. Names of centers: 1, 

3.. 



5. 



6. Area served: Urban: ' Rural: 

t7. Auspices: 'Community Action Agency 
School System 



Both: 



Private Non-Profit ~< : ; r ' \ - a* 



. . Local Government Agency 
* ^Other (Specify) 



S« Enrollment; Tcftal planned in ACYF grant ' ' 
^ Total actual k , 

*<T - ? 

9. Total ACYF monies received for Head, Start in, fiscal year: ?. 

4 * t Carry-overbalance: $ 

10. Division -of ACYF monies between centers: 1. $ ' 

^ . *~ — 



5. $■ 



4. $• 



"Completed by: '" , . Date: 
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Code: D 



Program Description 



(Wee /Delegate Name: 
. Address: 



Completed By: 
Title: 



Phone: ( l_ 

K 

Dace: 



This section of our data collection instruments requests basic information 
about your staffing. In the case of delegates and grantees who 'operate 
the lr own programs, we also request information about hours of service 'and 
the type of services ; of fered to "children and parents. 



Our experience indicates that this information can most easily be located 
and recorded before we arrive ,< because it often requires data that must be 
obtained from your records.' The' staffing information typically comes from 
payroll or 1 unemployment insurance. records . Program data typically'comes 
from the SkVI or P.IR. , - • 



Please no 

• / ' / 



rlv 

i 



that this information should be provided only for the fiscal year 
/ / , the last fiscal year for which (according to our 

If our records are wrtng on this point, 



records) you have closed your books, _ .^u^* « t c w 
PLEASE call Lorie B^ush or Barbara Kane at*(202) 659-0480. 



i 



11. Staff: 



ee 



Please fill in the table which begins below far each paid staff member 
who works for Head Start. Please till. in a last- name, first initial 
and ,job title for each employee. 

i *r • > , ' < ' — 

Xheck^the^coluan^hatft^rrespends t^the employee's mo*f advanced degr 
"tCDa/AA or BA/MAl^and thft,cplumn indicating if they have ' tvad" trai^ing 
in Early Childhood Education (E.C.E1), (Training in Z.C.Z. means having 
taken a course (standard 3 credit-hours or more)>, gained'a. CDA, a\bache-' 
lor s degree in childhood development-, etc. In-service training only 
counts if it. was in. the" form of a o6~urse— many sessions long, with re- 
quirements for reading, preparinaAessons, etc.) 

Filially^ please indicate the ntabfer of hours for which each employee 
was 2Mid per week, and the actu\l number of weeks they^ere paid in 
the fiscal year in question! 



Name 



Title 



J>egree 
CDA/AA BA/MA 



^Training , 
; in ECE x 



No, Hours 
Worked 
Per Week 



No. Weeks 
V Worked . 



71. 



NT' 
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Name 



Title 



5. 
6. 
7. 



8. 



9.' ' 
10: 



11. 



12. 
13. 
14. 



15. 
16. 



17. 
18. 



19. 

To. 



21. 
22. 



23. 
24. 



25. 
26. 



•277^ 



28-, 



29. 



30. 
31. 



32. 
33. 



34\_ 
35. 



36. 



.44. 



45. 
46. 
47. 
48. 
49. 
50. 
51. 
52. 



53; 
54. 
55 . 
56. 

JL 
o8j 

59j 

60. 



39r V 



. No. - Hours , No. Weeks' 
Degree Training Worked • Worked 

CDA/AA BA/MA in ECE '-Per Week in FY 



17 




Hf- 



37. 

- ia. 


■ 




"39. 


% 










40. 




— ■ — lr 






1 


41. 






/ 






42: 








« *<c 




4J. ■ 



*^i£Z^\?" me *- t6 Che * ollowin 8 questions about the kinds of programs 
that the Head Start centers which- you, operate 'directly offer, ' . 

12, Average daily attendance (Percent of, children attendi ^; 

t Source of Information: 

13. ^Number of children served, by. age and program: 



t 

Children Under 3 

3- year-olds * ^ 

4- year-olds ♦ 

5- ^year-olds 
^^jphildren Over 5 




Center-based Programs- Home-ba$ed Program 



v 

14, Number of children on waiting list: 
Number gf income-eligible children in, the area you serve:' 

15, 'Meals served (C)eck all that apply.): : Breakfast* 
'. % . * . Morning Snack 

" * Afternoon Snack 

• \ Dinner * 

16. ^Number of children transported to * the center (average per day: 

Panned Actual % ' 

17. Transportation: Own bus * « 

Rented/donated bus 
- ^ Private cars ^ 

✓ • * Other (Specify)' , 

* * '4* I * — ■ 

13 . Units of Servi.ce: ** •*.'«• * 



For each center, each different kind and-schedule 4f program, fill in 
the' chart on the, next page. Use enrollment figures* for the'one-year . 
periqd "about which cost information is being- collected. If this 
spans two operating years, all information must be prorated so "that we 
can arrive at a seasonably correct figure' for number of hours of service. 

Please use a slash to differentiate between tl& two operating years as - 
follows: if the, full-day program had 18 children enrolled in one year 
and 20 in the next,' record: . 

Enrollment ^18/20 . , \- 

Please be. especially careful with -No. days/yr.' to include only the number - 
of days in Year 1 covered by these cost data. For example, if the books 
covered February 1, 1*80 to January 31, 1981, and the operating year ended 
May 15, 1980 and began again September 20, 1980, you would record (if 
correct): • . % t> 

No. days/yr. 70/81 . » / 

*For the-purposes of answering this question, enrollment should reflect 
the average number of children on the roster for the year and NOT the- 
total number of children who passed through each center or who attended . 
•clasar. ■ * n • 

- ' . <* 

'■ " , Program Description 3-ABCD 

*o . • . 



(18. cont'd) 



$- 
•I 



0 



5. 
6. 



full-day 

1. * Enrollment 
2.. So, 1 classes t , , 

3. " No, hours/ d£p , 

4, * tfo.-d*ys/veek 
No.^days/year / . * 
No. service hrs:- 
- (» rx3xS). 

b. Part-day 

# 1. Enrollment 

2. No. classes 

3. tfoJ hours /clay.. . 

4. No. ^ays/week 
"' 5. No. days /year - 

6. No. service^hrs. 
* (» 1 x 3 x 5) " 

c. Part-day (2) 

1. ' Enrollment * 

2. No. classes 

3. No. hours/day 

4. No. days/week 
. • *5. No. days/year 

6. No. service hrs.. 
(■ 1 x 3*x 5) 
* * . 

*d. . Part-day (3) , 

1. # Enrollment 

2. No. classes 

3. No. hours/day 

4. No. days/week s \ 

5. No/ days/year 
6f" No., service hrs. 

(« Lx 3 x 5) 

e* Home-based (home visits) 

1. Enrollment 
^ 2. No. hours/visit (exclude 

Jtraftel+tine) . L 

No. visits/year 



3. 

4. 



No. service hrs. 
(» 1 x 2 x 3) 



Home-based (center attendance) 
1. Enrollment 
No. classes 
No* hours/day 
No. days/month 
No. days/year 

service hrs / , ' 
1x3x5) 




^the Source of .the above information: Enrollment * 

No . days /year 




■ Program Description 4-AECD 



Answers to the following questions need not coincide with the fiscal tv, 

19. Teaching staff/child ratio: 3-year-olds * ' 

4- year-olds 

5- year-olds ; * * 

20. Average c.enter-based group size: 



CUse^number.of children assigned to the classes displayed in question 18 

* 

Percentage of children completing medical screening' appropriatVfor their 
age group (- total, screened/total enrolled); pp opna ce ror their 

Percentage of children completing dental examinations: 

l» total examined/ total enrolled) . ■ 

Percentage of children completing all immunizations: ■ 

total immunized/total enrolled) ' 4 



24. Number of families* enrolled in the program: ■ ' 

" * frr a i a8e -° ? f!" ilies whose soc "l services needs we're met: 
. I- number served/number needing service; please provide ratio:.' 



' Percentage of fnille, with at least one parent involved in at least one 




/I 



1 
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n 
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27.- Staff 'Time by Activity:' 




gram components, time 'should, be divided between supervision and preparation (S/p)for activities and 
direct services (DS)^|o v cUildreri<and families. " * . m 



— ^direct services (DS)^£ 

The following guideline*? may be helpful: • ' % * 

Administration includes: » Executive direction; ^ Program. planning; Fund raising; 

^ m \ • 'Advertising- * Legal consultation;' Accounting and Bookkeeping; 

. * * » • Personnel management; • Purchasing^ • Central, Office service (such 

„; s " as filing, sorting mail, etc). V 3 * • - # 

,lealth ^eludes: .Health examinations^; • Instruction on health issues; • Arranging for health* 
# services. , * * 

* * * > 

' . . Nutrition includes: • Meal. service and eating with children; • Instruction on nutrition. 

- Occupancy, includes: ' Janitorial services; • •" Maintenance and repairs; - » w Security services. 

ju . * Supervision/Preparation- includes: • Planning lessons, parent sessions, menus; • Jlelping teachers 

o - * <■ and aides deal with classroom/parental, problems; • Discussing 

" ! " heal.th, nutrition, social services with coordinators, teachers* 

§ * ^.Jamily workers, aides; • In general, preparing for direct 

o "' services to parents and children. "* * 



2 • 



3 Direct Seryice includes:.- only time spen,t with parents arid/or children in tne classroom, in the home, 

£ * . . / ^-«aking referrala; and other' activities. 



I Percentage Time Spent In: 



S Narae ' . Admins Occu- Trans- Education Health Nutrition Social Parental Other 

0 * ' ■ , • pa'ncy . portation , , Services -Involve. * 

0 -j — s : : !_ s/p ds s/p' ds s/p ds s/p ds • s/p ds 

2 ' : •• • — ; — 1 — 

3. ■ : -■ : - : : ^ — 



7&v 
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COST , INSTRUMENTS 
General Instructions 



The qost instruments should be "completed for each grantee and . 
each delegate agency. Four^worksheets are. involved, 'coded as follows: 

A. implies the sheet is. designed for grant^Ss operating Cheir 
"V - own program and administering delegate agencies ; 

^B. is appropriate for& grantees not operating their own program 
but allotting program responsibilities. to delegate "agencies ; 
C. means the sheet is* applicable to g°rantees without delegates ; 



D. is for delegate agencies themselves. 
The code is marked at the bottcfrn of elch page. Please be sure you have 
the correct forms for the kind of agency you will be visiting. 

On many of these instruments, you are asked to allocate costs 
^ to "functional areas." Five functional areas represent the components 
of Head Start: u Education Services; Health Services; Nutrition Services 
(including meal service); Social Services; and Parent Itwolvement (pri- 
marily parent education) . These should be defined to involve the v direcV 
service activities- specif ied in the 1975"performance Standards, If 
there ^is a question about allocation among these services, err on the 
side^-of Education Services. 

Two functional areas are support services, necessary to the delivery 
of the direct services: Administration and Occupancy. Please use 
these categories and the five direct -service categories fisted above 
whenever possible. Only us'e the category labeled "Other" if np reason- 
able allocation is possible or the functional categories do not apply, . 



* '80 

,C<lst Instrument 1-ABCD 



V 



■ x - . ■ , 

Instructions \for Worksheet' '#1 

\ • \* \ ■ • . ' . 

* . Head Start grantees are' only required to report CYF monies "^income 
v and to account for expenditures from these monies." On this worksheet we « 
...?°- ld _. 1 i ke c _° -collect information on 'all indome sources which help to fund 
aspects of the Head Start program^ The first income sources fisted on, the' 
Worksheet, Payments from Government Sources, should.be straightforward. • 
For Other Income, inquire into such sources as special purpose grants from 
Foundations or o&er orgnaizations , cash -contributions from private donors 
or. charitable groups, and grass-ropts fund-raising." 

Do not record in-kind contributions; they\ should . be recorded on 
Worksheet #2. Do not .include such supplemental^resouf ces as Title XX 
-*day care funds if children are considered "Head *Start children" in the 
morning .and "Title XX children" in the afternoon;' 1 we are only concerned 
with, income, and costs for that part of the day when a Head Start program 
is in operation. , 

- Worksheet #1-AB- applies to all grantees with delegates / -If possible, 
the funds being passed througtf Vdelegates should be separated from the 
money the grantee keeps "for its otfn needs. Worksheet! #lc applies to grante. 
without delegates. -Worksheet #1D applies to delegate 'agencies only. Probe 
to see if the delegate gets any government or other funds directly rather 
than through the grantee'. ' 

/ • t 
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\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 









. , e • . : 9 . * k 


v.: . ♦ 

♦ * 

3 




f 






• 

a 

*> * 


• 

Worksheet #lAB 






\ 


"Income 


\ * / 1 ' " ' • • / * ' * 



* (Cash Only, Exclude Irw4cind) 

k * 



Gfr&nt$e Name: 



Interviewer : 



Cdntact: 



/ 



I. Payments frpyn Government- Sources: 

A. " ACYF* 1~ Head 'Start Funtts x ' * 

B. ACYF — Carry-vovef^Balance 
Q,. IJSDA Child, Care Food .Pfcogram 
D. ^Other Federal Source (Specify) 



E. State Source (Specify) 



»F. » Local Source (Specify)* 

:i* ' ^ - ' 





Phine; ^ 






- Date: 






to Delegates 


Funds to Gfcantee ' Total x 


S \ 


/ - 




$ 


* a 


$ . • . . s 


$ ' 







% . ■■■ 
-Ik- sL 



' JI.*,Othef Income, (Specify) 





1 


$ 




$ 






r 




$ 




'< $ 


. r - $: 






T 


$ • 


* * 


$' 




> 






$ 






v $ 




. 















V 



Coat Instruments *3-j\3 



* 



p. 



4 *• 



♦ .# 



.1# 



Grant.ee. N*me.: .<£ .- .» ' 

: — ' 

*** * _ ^ 

Interviewer:'^ 




?Ks,heet #lc 
ncome . 



(Cash. Only fc Exclude In-Kind) 



/ Contact: * 

Phone:' j ) 

Date: 



P«3?aents from Government Sourpes: 
V A. ACYF — Head Start Funds * 
, B. * ACYF — Carry-over -Balance 
C tJSDA Child Care Food Program 
A O^her Federal .Source (Specify) 

. E. • State Source (Specify) 



Funds to. Grantee 



F." Local Source i 



^Specify) 



■' II. Other Income "(Specify). 



i — - 



.... v 



•a. 



WERLC ; v;. : 
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.•Worksheet #1D 



Income 

. (Cash Only, Exclude |n-£ind) , 



, Delegate Name: 
Grantee Agency: 
Interviewer: 

• ft * 



( ) 



I. *< Payments from Government Sources: 

A, * -ACT? t <Head Start Funds * 1 $ 

B, ACYF — Carry-over Balance 

C, USDA Child Care Too4 Program 
- D*. Other Federal Source (Specify) 



-Cpntact: - 
. Phone: 
<? Date:* 

i 

* /Funds 

Through Grantee • pjre.ct toiPelegate .. Tdtal 
_* 9 • $ 



, Funds ' . 



t 



"7 A ■ . 



* * 

• * 


$ 




. ~^ • 




• £• 'State Source (Specify) 


$ 


o 








$ 


\ 






F.' LocAl Source' (Specify) 




- % 




• < 


$. 


. -\ ■ " 


% 




$ 




V 

II. Other Income v (Specify): 


' $ 


s - * 


■ $ 


>.•' ■ 




$ 




$ " i 




f 


' $ 




$ • 


$. ■ ' . 


\ ' 

: ; — i — • > : , *" 


$ 




$ . 


$ 


* 1 i ** ' 










./ * • 


I 


v • ■ %v - 




♦ 
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Instructions for Worksheet #2 
Donated Goods ^nd Services 



v 



* . Head*Start grantees are only required* to repqrt donations received 

4 up to 20 percent of their total cost of service, but many grantees act* 
i**Hjr< receive more' donations of time and goods. Most grantees keep* time 
* rsheefcfr.or attendance sheets for thfeir classroom volunteers which shoujd 
/ l»e collected for this worksheet, 4^?hould any other records of volunteer 
^ \ service or donated , goods . Do not /Stop your' search, with information pb* \^ 

* <«. ported to ACYF. 

■ ^ ■ > " # * - *• ' 

* ReA^nber throughout that we are only interested ift those goods and ' 



T .services wHicft »wouid have been purchased , had they not b€*en provided gratj 
1 Do not there -fore 'include on* this sheet an? donations of goods that.' the grantee 

or delegate ^agency wquld nop have purchased on its 6wn.or additional volun- 
\* * teering of services beyond 'th*e requirement of thr*e adults per classroom' • 1 ' 

•and the fulfilling of specific health - , \ 
l Patent, involvement activities . Ask-specifically^ about each item to confirm , 
, that thitf item would 'have been puri^ased otherwise, and' check tb& last col- 
, ' utan on the worksheet to $how the item has T?een confirmed, ' * . - " * * 
\> • Do not forget to ge< imputed costs *for, medical and dental screening- ' ' * 

^^immunizations. They' are required by the ,1975 Performance SUn<%ds. 
' If fche grantee- 4nd. delegate art ^insure of % these: jLmputed costs',* be s\ire to c *" *. ' 
getothe nroer of -the local Public Health DefcartmenVto determine these" costs'.' ' • * 

Worksheet #2AB -should he used for ^grantfees with delegate agencies \ ' 
, whether or 1 -not they operate their own 'program. . tfLrksheet #2CD should , be ^used 
• \ for grantees without delegates * ahd delegate" agencies . . . . % 

1$ Section I* ltst. thjt name of ea<A. individual who h** provided!* ; * * * 



provid^ecjv* 

profess ional^s^vice^free', an<f 4 describe that service. . In; Section iTli&t ■ . ■** 
all -paraprof ess ionals and other 'volunteer's who have prwided services ,afld' % 
the nature of the .serviceVprovidSt^'ln Section III list ddf&ted supplieV « 
and'iSfclude bheir uuantityj-'in SecxiQn^I^lirst: Ijhe ty^e'and nucmb.er of 



pxeces. of, donated equipment; And* in Section V 4 re4c 
^ ■ n / • > ' - . "* • * • , 

and their applicable quantities. % 

• i • 7 * ... r ; ' t i 




9 
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Next determine the* imputed value of each donated good or service. 
If you are using Worksheet #2CD; simply record this' estimated value/ 
If you;are using Worksheet #2AB, decide if the goods or services bene- 
fited the 'grantee ox were' simply passed^along t tp delegates. If the 
grantee b|nefitedSC record the imputed value ,in the, column* headed 
"Grantee Imputed Value." But if the grantee | imply acted as a pass- 
throtigh, record the val^e under "Delegate Imputed Val^fe, " f 

In the final column of the worksheet, assign a function, code to 
>all services recorded (it is not necessary to do so for "goods"). 

, Determine the appropriate function c<jde which- corresponds to the 
activities of each -professional , paraprofessional, and other volunteer 
listjed acc£rding"to the instructions below. • If several coSes, apply, 
records them all, along with an approximate .breakdown of the percentage 
of time spent in each function. The Director can help in this task. , 
. Use the ^following categories tt> ,defin^the function code: 
First digit r enter category of .payroll as 'follows: ' 
' • j . * * " ' - 

. ' % Deiega.te >Agericy . * *• / 

(works only for a delegate)* . - ' 

* y< • •. 1 * * . 

Grantee, Umbrella >. 
i * r * ' ' 

(works only for af grantee; i$ <iot 

6 - 



* responsible to oivly. one delega 

supplies only an indirect service to t 

program by working wi*ch Jthe delegate 

staff;, does'not work directly with child 

~ and families) : ° " - s ^ 

Grantee Direct Service ' " * 

I * • 

tfworks for grantee"; is not 'responsible 
.ro,; only, one, delegate; supplies a direct 
tservice to- programs, by wording with H 
Children- and families): 
Grantee - Paid, Delegate Staff' • 

ion g'rantee payroll* but woqfts £o? oply 
• *one delegate) : . 




yen 



2 



Cost* Instruments 5-A3C15 



S€Cond 4 digit 7 enter component code' as follows:. 
Education 

Center-Abased program: * ' 1 . 

. Hom^-based program: • 2 

.Administration ' § • ' 4 "~ 

(all management »and executive direction/ 

\ V# / - Supervision)):. _ ; 3 

Health Services: . . * 4 / 

'Nutrition Services: ' ' 

8ocial Services:' * a 6 % 

'/Parent involvement; . * 7 . 

1 . t * - - 

Other (specify).. - . % 0 8 

third ^digit - enter function code as follows: t 

Direct Services 

(includes only face-to-face work vith / 

z^tiildren £nd families): . 0 

_ Supervision ' 

( / (includes time in- curriculum development, 

'program planning, v supervision of other 

- „ employees, consultation) : V * ^ 

* . Lastly,, sum th* imputed values for all items .in all sections 

and -record in the roy marked TOTAL ' IMPUTED VALUE! • , \' 

4 • ' 1 4 



J 



Cost Instruments '6-ABCD 



Grantee Name: 



Interviewer : 



".' • "WoAsheee #2AB - v 
Donated Goods ^nd Services 



Contact: 
Phone : 
.Date:, 
Page j 



0 ) 



of 



r 



* * Category 

!♦ . Professional Servicers 
(List individuals) 



4 Delegate 

Would Have Grantee Imputed Function 

Description Paid For Imputed' Value V^lue 



Code 



4 V'^'t II • Paraprofessronal and * 
# ****** Other Volunteer Services - 

(List individuals^ 



X 



-4-' 



j 



jerk: 



• * * 



■ t 



~ ,<; Cost InktSrutnent's 7-AB 



•at 

? 



* 



T 



I. 



III.'. Supplies .(List) 



T 



IV* Equipment (List)* 



V. Other' (Specify) 



* 



TOTAL IMPUTED VALUE 



9 
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v — Instructions for Worksheet #3 

m 6 - . » Personnel Expenses , . 

■ * 

* % v ; 

A separate 1 Per sopnel Eipense form must be completed forjich delegate 
agency and e,ach grantee. Expenses can generally be'divided on the basis 
of wfaer,e records are kept with one exception. If a Grantee' staff member * 
(tHat is,' a staff member paid by the Grantee) serves only oae Delegate < 
Agency 4 , the cost of that sta'ff. member should appeal on' the Delegate Agenoy 
form. • * ' - - 

First complete the information at' the top of the page; 

* "i 9 * - * ' * 4 • - 

Grantee name ft 1 . 



Name o'f Dele-gate Agency, if appropriate * 
Your ^hame °j I 

^ Name and telephone number of contact* at agency * 

for follow-up questions „ * 

^ Date the form is Completed , 
Page number for this form ' h 1 

From personnel or unemployment, records obtain a list of all paid employees 

• for the time period of one ^ear corresponding with, the fiscal year under/. 

,study. Also obtain a list of all consultants paid professional fees during 

,th,is "period. For each of these individuals, fill in .the following inforaat 

^olfcmnjk — Name of employee or prof ession^lVconsultant - 

Column B,~ Jab title. - If this changed durirlg the pericTd, enter 'the 
" ! most jfeteht title. . . , • 

*» „ « » - . 4 - v ' ' . , . \ 

. ^ Column C Source\of funding f oA this position. Enter*one or more- 
/ K « 4 m Of the- following codes as appropriate: ' 



Source 


Code 


Source ' . ' 


Code 


V 

PA 22 


• 01 


State Source 


07 


PA 23 . ' 


02 


Local Government 


08 


PA 26 


03" 


Public School / 


09 


CETA 


04 


Private-. Funds 


vlO* 


USDA 


• 05 


Other Source 


11 


^ther Federal 


06 * 


(Specify) 


— <5- — 



- If the staff member. is not a regular employee, but is a 
professional' constant, place an "F" (for Fee) after, 
the two-digit code, 

r • J — •.: ■ • . ' 

m 'Cost, Instruments 9-ASCDtf ■ 

* . ■ . ■ j ■ 



Column D ~ 
Column E r- 



Gross salary or expense for the Qjn'e ye££ period.. 

Total expense for fringe benefits, or,\if benefits are 
determined as *a percent of gross salary^the percentage 
used. ■ * ' . 



0 



Column F 
Column G 
Column 



— Average number^of hours worked per week. 

— Number of* weeks worked during »the period. * 

Function code. From Director Interview, determine 
•the appropriate function code* which correspond^ to the 
activities (not necessarily the job title) performed' by 
, each employee. If the employee per forms- more than one* 
category or function, enter e£ch fraction cpd* in a : 
separate column labeled "H" . Use the folj.owijig codes. 



Fir 



st digit - enter, gjjjtegory, of payrpll' as follows: 

Delegate Agency^- ' " 
(works only for a delegate) * * 

Grantee UmbrefEa^ 



% (works only for a grantee; is not responsible 
to only 'one delegate; supplies only an indirect * 
service t;o the program hy working -with the delegate 
staff; does not work 'directly with children and 
families): * 1 



Grantee Direct Service, a ' ** • 

(wprl^for grante.e; is not responsible to only one 
delegate; supplies a diAct service to programs * 
by working with childretrand families): - 2 

. * • 

^ \ Grantee - Paid Delegate Staff 
' ( or^ grantee payroll, but works for' only one^- ^ 

* delegate): ^ , * \ 

• 'Second digit — entfcr component code as follows: ■ 

Education 

Center-based pi^gr^: 

Home-iased program: » " 



( 



1 

" 2 




\ 
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Administration 

(all management and executive direction/ 

supervision): 

* * 

Health Services: ^ ' 

Nutrition Services: 

Social* Services: 

Parent Involvement: 

Other (specify) f • 

'Third digit — enter function code as follows:' * 

Direct Services* 

(include only fac£-to-f ace work with 
children and families )7 

Supervision \ - • * •* 

> a - , (includes timfe in curriculum develd^nent, 
^ program planning, supervision of otifer 
employees, consultation): ' » 



_ 1 _ 

i. 1 s, 
8 



v 



* a Column I - Enter the peraent of time Spent in this function during 
an average ^*eek, taken from the Director Interview, 

* , : 

Column J -"Record any Comments of note. 

Column K - Total percentage. Total the percentages of time f or * 
each 'function specified in- the Column I f s, making sure 
\\ ' that the total' corresponds -to the percent of full time 
' that each employee spends in the program. 

, ^ When all employeejs have beenV accounted for, total Column D and enter 
the Jfum *on Line L, TOTAL. If the Fringe Benefits are given as costs, total 
these entries and enter on Line L under Column. E. 'If Fringe Benefits are 
reported as a percentage of salary* calculate the * appropriate cost and 
.enteij on Lihe Lr, Column E, t 



£981 



Lastly, obtain a figure" for cost-of-Uving,£salary ^incxeases for 198Q/-* 
over 197S/1980 and enter it in' the- space provided at the bottom. of 



the form. 




Cost Instruments 11-ABCD 



,'92 



» 



Grantee Name: . 
Delegate Agency: 
Interviewed: 



Worksheet #3 
Personnel Expenses 

Contact: 

Phone: 

Date: 



4 



( ) 



of 



• 

A ■ 

Employee Nome 

r — — — — % : 


• B 

Title 


* C. ' 

Funding 

Gdde . 



D 

Gross' 

Expense 
• 


Fringe 

Expense 
-4—^ — 


' F 

Hrs./ 

Week 


G 

Wks./ 
Year 


H 

Func. 
Code 


- z 

Time 


J 

Note* 


11 

Func. 
Code 


*% 

Time 


Notes 


Total 




















j 






* 






< 


B 






- 












• 










/ 


















A » 






■ * 
' : i 




- > 




• 




1 










— 1 













« 








. 














-c * 


• 

• ■ — t 




< 


* 








^ 










* 
























T 






* 
















■ 


*■ 






*• 




— . 

1 


* 


1 ' 

t 




































' ' 1 1 — 
















• * 








































> 


ft. 




r 




































F 


> •* 














1 
















« 












* * 


-» ■" — 










• 












• » 
















ft 



.8 • 

rr 

(A 

rr 

. § 

a*. 

to. 



.6 

-l 

8 



What inererf&rfs linys been allowed for cost of living since the books wett: closed? 

93". * • c v ' • — " ■ 'Z>: ' 



1JL 



9 

ERLC 



t ■ 



( 
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Instructions for Worksheet #4 
« Program Operating Expenses 

A separate Program Operating Expenses form must be completed for each 
delegate agency and each grantee that" operates its own program. All grantees 
-with, delegates mi4% fill out an'additionaroperating expenses .worksheet C4G) 
to^ sum mari ze g rantee admin i strative expenses. All expenses shoul'd be' taken 



from the financial records of the delegate agency or grantee. 'That is, we 
are first making the assumption that grantees do not' pay bills for items to 
be used by only one delegate agency, that the delegate agency would, pay those 
.kills. Second," we are requiring that al^ grantee expenses be separated into 
program-related expenses (to be recorded on Worksheet #4) and administrative 
expenses (Worksheet #4G) . In a later' analytic worksheet -grantee administra- * 
tive expenses will be divided among their programs. 

First complete the information at the-toj5 of the pag£: 

w Grantee Name 

Name of Delegate Agency, if appropriate ft 1 * 

Your Name 

Name and telephone number of Contact at 4gency x 
for follow-up questions ' 
% ^ Date 'the form is qompleted ' 

P^ge number 

From records of expenses Aeriter^the. following figures: B . 

Line A — enter the rotal amouAt^of non-personnel expenses in 
- Column 1.* * ^ I 

' ' -* - 

Line. B — occupancy costs need to be entered only in Columns 1 and 8. 

Only 'individual ifcem costs over^$S00 need ibe specified, . 

; Line C — the program U costs for transporting children to and from 
the' center -should be Entered in Columns 1 $nd 8, N 

Line D — any staff travel and per diem coits <e.g., tp professional 
meetings, to l Head Start-reLated activities etc J paid for 
by the .program should be Entered in Column i; If its pur- 
pofce^as administrative, it should be entered in 'Column l\ 
Only if the trkvel invblved 'training or technical assistance 
Should it be allocated to other programmatic areas/- 
' • e * ' . # 

Line E — : enter the coat of food in Columns 1 and*5, 

* « » ** * 

Cost Instruments l^ACD 



Line (F 



Line G 



Line H 



Line I 



enter the* total 'cost of purchasing and repairing furniture 
and equipment in Column 1: Expenses over $500 should be 
specified and allocated appropriately to Columns 2 through 
8. . If expe.nses cannot cleanly be allocated, ask the Director 
to decide on the placement of amounts ifito functional categories 

r . - . " 

enter the total spent for supplies' in Column 1; label, 
specify, and allocate expenises over $500 as in Line F. 
\ 

enter the t ota l spent for other contracted services in* 
Column 1; label, specif y, aftd allocate expenses over $500 
as in Line F. 

eitter the total spent for "other" expenses in Column I; 
label, specify, and Allocate expenses over $500 as in 



Line F. ^ 
Add Column 1 Lines B to I.' Subtract this total firom 'Column I Line A, 
and record in Column 8 Line -A. Then add Columns 2 through 8 and record 
the totals in Lin$ J. Add Line J totals from Columns 2' through 8 and 
record on/Line K*. This numb.er should match the Total Operating Expenses 
in Colunin I Line A. 9 " • 

\ v- - ■ - 



■ V, 



•A 



■ ■.J 
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** 

Cr.iitlpe Name: 
|U* legato Natse: 
I nter v iflwer : 



Ca tegory 



Worksheet #'i 
Progrraji Operating Expenses 



Contact f 



o 
o 



A/ Total Operating 

KxpVMHCS 

b. Uccupai\cy 
Kent 

Ifeprcciat ion 
Taxes 
Insurance 
Utilities 
v Maintenance 4Blrfg. ) 
Oilier (Specify): 



0. Transportation 



IK Travel (Staff) 



Kt Fooil 




*"l'lrtc<- an .is lor isk'next to larg»» items. We wijl look at a depreciat ion* standard for sncli items. 



tiraittoc N«imc; 



Worksheet #4 (CqiiC.^ 



Page 



> 

o 
o 











- - 










. - 


t 


2 


3 




5 


6 




« 


¥• Furniture alid 
Kquijiwent* 




- 




• 




/ 








s 


• * 


















* 






• 






V j 




































* 


G. Supplies 




















j 












¥- ■ 












\ 














* 










i 





*> 




r 








• 


— 


t 
















r 


• * 11. Other* Contracted 

• t 








'V 




/ , 










* 


\ 














' t. .. . 




> 












/ 

* 




































t 1-. Other (S|Ktcif^ * » 
• 










• 


t ^ 
























• 




































- ' ^ 




f 












- .-j— - 


J. CoIiimii Totals 










4 








J TOTAL OI'K RATIONAL KXPfcNSKS % 






1 — .-■ - - - 


1 
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Instructions for Worksheet #4G * 

4 ' tit • 

Grantee Administrative Expenses 

This separate* expense form must be filled out for a ll' grantees with* 

delegate agencies. It Complements Worksheet #4 in that^ j.t summarizes, those ■ 

grantee exp/etises which will be shared among delegates; Worksheet #4 
• « 

Summarizes program-related expenses fpr those grantees who operate their' 

• * ... * 

own programs (and for delegate • agendies ) , Take great care in separating 

these two sets of grantee expenses. Though these 'instructions make the 

assumption that you can separate a grantee's Total Efip-Personnel Expenses " 

into administrative and program expenses, it may be the c*se that you -need 

fl \ 

to separate' 4ach other l-ine item, estimate the 6 separation for "other" 

* 'i t • 

expenses and then sum to achieve fhe tnimber in Line A. 

First complete the information* at the t'o£ of ttie'paget 

« Grantee Name . 
Your Name ' * 

v * Name and telephone number of Contact at agency for ^ N 

follow-up questions * 
•Date the form is completed' 
Page number 

From records of expenses', enter the following figures: 

Line A ,enter the total amount of non-perspnnel ^expenses attributable 
to grantee administration in*Cqiumn 1, _ v * \ 

Lin.e B — occupancy 'costs should be entered in Columns 1 and &• Only 
individual item costs over $500 -need be specif ied^ If. you \ 
* * are having some trqjible separating occupancy costs .attribut- 

able to the program and thos6 attributable to administrative 
roles,, try to estimate the percentage bf space in the facility 
allotted to administration as your base for spliting occupancy 
C0 5 ts * ^ > . * 

r ; 

Line C — any £taff travel and per diem costs should be*entered in 
Column^, and allocated as appropriate* to Columns 2 to 8.' 

/Line D —-'enter the total cost of purchasing* and repairing furniture and 
" equipment, in Column 1. Expenses over ?5'00 should be specified 

* and allocated appropriately to Columns 2 to 8. If expenses 

% cannot -clearly be allocated, ask the^Dire'ctor to" decide* on 

the placement of amounts into functional categories. 
♦ * ' 

* - * ' ft 
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♦Line E — * enter the total Spent for supplies in Column 1; label, ■ 
specify and allocate expenses over $500 as in Line D. 

Line F — enter the total spent for other contracted services in 

Colupa 1; label, specify, and allocate expenses over $500 
as in Line D. 

Lifae G — enter the total spent for "other" expenses in Column 1; 

label, specify, and allocate expenses over $500 as in Cine D, 

Add Column 1, Lines B toVF. Subtract this total from Column'l, Line A* 
'and record 'the remainder in Column 8 Line A, Then : a dd Columns 2 to 8 j 
and record the totals in Line H. Add Line* H totals from Columns 2 to 
8 'and record' on Line I. l This number should match the Total Operating 
Expenses in Column 1 Line A, and reflect all administrative operating 
expanses for the grantee. 



v 



s t 
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Grantee Hum-; 
* tyter viewer: 



Worksheet #AC 
Crstileu Administrative Kxpcnseg 



Cat egory 



A. Total Operating 
w Kxpcmtes 



B. Occupancy 
Rent 

Depreciation 
# . Taxes • 
Intim'onco 
Utilities 
• Maintenance 
Other (Specify) 



i 

> 



C. Travel (Staff) 



Ut Furniture and. 
hquipMctit* 




*l'l*y.e an asterisk next to large ttCM. We will consider depreciation for these. 
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\ ANALYTIC INSTRUMENTS 
General Instructions 

3efore filling out any ofjthe analytic instruments cjieck all N 
cost instruments for jcompleteness. .Compare all of your answers with 
£hose of the other data collectors at 'each site. Only begin the .analysis 
when you are sure the data are correct. * * 

Four* worksheets are included 'in these instruments, coded in the same 
manner as previous data collection instruments. 'Everyone must fill out 
Worksheet » (Personnel Cost Summary). Worksheet #6 (Computation of 

e * 

Center-Based Costs Attributable to Home-Baaed Services) need only be 
filled-out for those grantees and delegates that operate a home-based 
program. Worksheet #7 (Distribution of* Grantee Management Costs) need 
*only be filled out fot grarftees with delegate agencies. Worksheet #8 
(-SMmmary of Program Functional Costs) should be filled out for all 
*gran|ees and delegates and is the sheer that culminates in all of the unit 
casts- for which we are searching. 



7 
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. . " * . • ' Instructions for Worksheet #5 

Personnel Cost Summary 

_ This worksheet summarizes 1 all*o$ the • personnel costi and allots them ; 
to the appropriate functions. One form should be filled out for each 
grantee, and one for^each delegate agency. 

1. Record each employee's name and funding code, taken from Worksheet 
#3., From that Worksheet, add Column D (Gross Expense) and Column E (Fringe 
Expense), and Renter the total on Worksheet #5, Column 3. If fringe benefit 
costs are computed on a percentage basis, multiply the amount in Column D 
(Gross Expense) by the fringe benefit percentage given in Column E, add \ 
the resulting cost of fringe benefits to the Gross Expense in Column D and 
record on Worksheet #5 in Column 3. * ' , ' 

2. To calculate personnel costs within each factional" area, multiply 
the. total personnel' expense in Column 3 by the percentage of time listed' 
under each function code on Worksheet H, Sblumn I. Eiter the resulting 
costs in the appropriate columns on Worksheet* #5, that is, in the columns 
labeled 010 to 381. 4/ -IP 

. When all personnel costs have been allocated to .the appropriate functJe 
total the costs in. Columns 010 through 381< total the cost in Column 3* and 
check that these totals match each other and\he total of Gross Expense 
(Column D) and Fringe Expense (Column E) on Worksheet #3 

.' -. f. 
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Grantee Name: 

^4- 



De legate Agency: ' ' 
Person Completing Form: , 



Worksheet' #5 
Personnel Gost Summary 



Date; 
Page 



of 



Employee Name 




ERIC fsjll 
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HO 



150 



160 



Worksheet #5 (Cont.) 
170 180 ill 121 



131. 



141 



151 



161 



171 



31 



5. 



7. 
"8T 



107 



n. 



IT. 



14. 



* 16. 
177 



"EH 



20. 



21. 



22. 



23, 



24. 



26. 



TOTAL 



ERIC 



115 
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3. 

5. 

67 
-7. 

9. 

Tor 



12. 



1P& 



m- 



V l/orkstfeet #5'»(Cont.), 



181 



210 



220 



230 



240 , . , ' 250 



260 



270 



280 



2U 



221 



231 



18. 

197. 



20. 
TIT 
22. 
23. 

2\. 
157 
26. 




. TOTAL 



er|c 



117 




^Analytic' Instruments 5-ADCD 



118 



Worksheet, #5 ((Jont ,) 




Instructions for Worksheet #6 
Computation of Center-Based Costs .Attributable to Home-Based Services 



TteD* Worksheet is only necessary for programs with home-based services / 
Two sets of^ information are required: -WorUsheet #5 and Question #18 from the 
Program Description, the calculation' of units of service. 

From Worksheet #5, add the amounts in column* 010, Oil, 310, and 
311 to obtain the core personnel costs associated with center-based educational 
services. Enter this total on Worksheet #6 in Column A, Line 1. 

From Worksheet #5, add the amounts in Columns 020, 021, 320, and 321 to 
obtain tb« .core personnel costs associated with home-based educational services, 
0 Enter these cost$ on Worksheet #6 in Column B, Line* 1, ' 

Determine the number of child hours of service in the center-based program 
*from Question #18 of th^ Program Description by: ' ■ - 

1. Multiplying the enrollment in each program type (full-day, 
part-day (1), part-day C2) , and part-day (3) by the 'number of 

, hours per day of the program by the number of days per year of 
^ ?< operation, c Be especial!^ careful in these calculations if they 
' - ■ , / . require -taking pieces' of two different operating years to cal- 0 
culate the number of service hours in one budget year* 

2. Then sum the service hours derived from* each program type, 
and enter the sum onJWorksheet #6 in Column A, Line 2, 

To determine the* number of child hours of*service in the home-based program 
that ar^spent in the center, determine the hours ^of service as above for 
that j>art*of Question #18 of the Program Description headed "Home-based (center 
attendance)". Enter the riumber of service hours on Worksheet #6 in Column B, 
Line 2. . 

.To determine costs ^per unit of center-based service, divide Column A, 
\ Line 1 by Column A, Line 2 and enter in Column A, Line 3, Then to determine 
the part of center-based costs attributable to the home-based program, mulciply 
/ the- number, of home-based units of service (Column B, Line 2) by^he unit cost 
of center-based service (Column A, Line 3), Ent%r the total in Column B, ^ 
Line 4. * 4 
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Instructions for Worksheet #6 .(Cont.) 

To correct the center-based service costs, subtract -the amount in 
Column B, Line 4 from the total center-based personnel costs in Column 
A, Line 1 and enter the result in Column A, Line 5. Finally, to ascertain 
the correct amount of center-based costs attributable to the home-based 
program, total Column B ; Line 1 and Column B, Line 4 and enter the result 
in Column B, Line. 5. 




\ 
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Worksheet #6 



Computation of Center-Based Costs 'Attributable to Home-Based Services 



Grantee Name: , \ 



\ Delegate • Agency: 



Person- Completing Form: 



Date: 



1. Personnel Costs 

2. Units of Service 

N • * 

3. Cost per Unit of Center- 

° Based Service 

4. Attributable Costs ^ 
, 5, Corrected Costs 



Center-Based ^ 
Column' A 


Home-Based x 
Column B 

0 








I 










o 

t. 
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instructions for .Worksheet #7 
Distr^tion:of Grantee Management Costs 

r 

. J • • 

The purpose of this worksheeN^to allow the analyst to divide the . 
grantee management costs among the de^at agencies (and the grantee's 
own program, if it has one). The assump^o^this sheet is that the 
distribution can, be based on the relative costs^ the delegate agencies' ' 
programs. • 

^. From Worksheet #5 (Grantee Personnel Cost Summary Venter: 
the Total of cost ill on Line 1^ Column B; • \ 

the Total of cost 131 on Line 1, Column C; ° * 

the Total of costs 141+151+161+171 online 1, Column D; " * 
the Total of cost 181 on Line 1, Column E. 
■To find the total grantee management personnel costs, total the amounts * 

on Line 1, Columns B to E, and enter on Line 1, Column p." 

From Worksheet #46. (Grantee Administrative Expens.es), Line H, enter 

corresponding costs oh Line 2>, Columns B to E. Total Column'* B to E and 

enter /on Line 2, .Column F. 

Total LTnes l'and 2 within each column to arrive at the total func- 
tional costs for grantee management. «' - 

Then, from the Grantee Profile, Questions 9 and 10, retrieve "the total 
budgets for each delegate agency,, and the total ft* the grantee (including 
its delegate costs). Determine the percentage of. the grantee's funds which 
goes to each delegate and record these percentage* ih^lumn A for each" of " 
the identified delegates. Don't forget the. grantee "s own program. For each 
delegate, multiply the percentage in Columns by the costs on Line 3, Columns 
B to F, and enter the results on the appropriate delegate's line, Columns B 
to F. These are the costs which should be added to each delegare 's costs < 
to account for the grantee''* administrative responsibilities! ' • • , 



- v. 
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Worksheet $1 ■ 

* Distribution of Grantee Management Costs v 

f 

Grantee Name: v ■ Date: 

Person Completing Form: ' 

'ft ' 

v A B C D E 

Percent Educ. Admin. % Direct c Other Total 

1. Personnel 100 

t< i_ ; 

2, Operating . 100 

3, Total • 100 

Distribution to. Delegates : 

4. . 



r 



5. \ 

6. ' 

l.\ 

8. 

9. 



1 



\ 

p 
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Instructions for Worksheet 
Summary of Program Functional Costs 




s 



This last worksheet should be filled^out fo* all grantees who run 
their own programs and for all delegates. It is the place where grantee 
management costs are allotted to delegates and we arrive at functional)-unit 
costs. It also brings together the information on center^ased and home-\ 
based costs. However, if the program under consideration does not have a 
•home-based component, please note that Columns B and C on the worksheet may 
be left blank. " * 

The first step is to allocate costs to center- and/nome-based components 
through the use of Education costs, as begun on Worksheet #6 (Computation 
of Center-Based Costs Attributable to Home-B^ed Services). From Worksheet 
#6, take the 'corrected costs for center-based services (Line 5 ColunA A) 
and' enter on Worksheet #8, Line 1 Column B. 'Then take the corrected costs 
f or home-ba$*4 services from, Worksheet #6 (Line 5 Column B) and enter on' - 
Worksheet #8, Line 1 Column C. Total Line 1 Columns B and' C and ( enter total 
on Line 1 Column A. 

Then transfer the information on unips^rf center-based service from 
Worksheet #6 to Worksheet #8. Enter ^he number of center-based units from 
Worksheet #6 Line 2 Column A on Worksheet #8 Line 2 Column B. To -obtain 
a reasonable estimate of units of home-Sased service,. return to the Program 
Description, Question #18, and calculate the total number of hours of service 
in the home; multiply this number by two (since Both parent and child are 



. being served); add this number to the total number of hours of service for 

4 

home-based children in the center '(Wprksheet #6, Line 2 Column B); and enter 
this total oh Worksheet #8 Lin6 2 Column C, Total Line 2 Columns B arJl C, 



O 49 



1e 
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Instructions for* Worksheet #8 (Cent.) ■ 
* f 



i 



axuP enter on Line 2 Column A, Plea>'e note tftat we are assuming that each hour 
the home 1 visitor spends in the home is two hours of service since both mother 
and child are being served. This is somewhat conservative since siblings' 
may also be involved, though it. .nay also be liberal in that home visits 
are often cancelled. 

tJnit Cost Step; To determine the unit cost of these .Education Services, 
. \ t . . ' i 'l t 

divide the cost in Line 1 Column, A by the units of service in Line 2 Column 

A and record the result in Line 3 Column A. Repeat the process for Columns 

,B *nd q. This step will be repeated later and referred to as the Unit Cost 

Step. ^ 

To establish the division of monies between "center- and home-based 

services, divide Line 1 Column B by Line 1 Column A and' enter the resulting * 

percentage on Line 4 Column B. Then divide Line 1 Column C by Line 1 

Column A and enter the respiting percentage on Line 4 Column C* Make sure 

• # 

that Line 4 Columns B and C^sum to £00. * . 
' Temporarily skip Lines 5 to 7, 

^-Frorn Worksheet #5 .(Personnel 'Cost^Suteiary) , qdd. Columns 030 and 330; 
enter' the total of these administrative personnel 'costs on Line 8 Column A. 

AllocatiASMe , iTo allocate these costs between centers and 
home-based setVi£*^j^itiply Line 8 Column A by the percentage in Line 4 
Column^ and enter the resuLting center-based cost on Line 8 Column B. 
Multiply ^ 



resulting home-base^ cost on Line 8**Coluxmj C. This is called^0e allocation 
step and is repeated oftetL later. '* 
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4 . .: ' * •• * 

Instructions for Worksheet. #8 (Cont.l . ' % . * • 

Next, 'total all personnel expenses within each service category, using 
> ._ 
the Column Totals froip Workslfeet_#5 as follows-:, . 

• o Add* 040, 04}, 240, 241, 340, and 34^1; enter this total on Li«^13, 
> Column A, * * 0 • ' , • 

o Add 050, 051, 250, 251, 350, and 351; enter this total on Linev 

16 /Column -A. * . 

^ * 

0 Add 060, 061, 260, 261, 360, and 361; enter this" total on' Line 19 

• 4 

Column A. * * ■ 

o Add 070, 071, 270, 271, 370, and 371; enter total on Line 22 
Column A. 

« 

o Add^080, 081, 2l0, 281^ 380, and 384? enter this total on Line 28, 
Column A. • ~\ ' 

« * * 

For each of these personnel totals,' repeat the allocation step. 

From Worksheet #4 (Program Operating Expenses), enter# the totals for 

o 

the corresponding functions in Column A: 



o Line 5 A Education - 

o Line 9 Administration . , / 

o Line }4 4 Health 

o Line 17 Nutrition 

o Line 20 Social Services 

o' Line *23 Parent Involvement 

■ ^ ■ Lin e -49 * * Other— »—..,».->. — » * ~~ 



^ 



J 



For each of these operating expense totals, repeat allocation step. 

, Total the personnel' and .operating costs in Columns A, -3 and C for 
each function as follows: 

V * 

1 " Analytic Instruments 15 -ACS 



Instructions for Worksheet #8 (QohtJ 



o LinVs $ and 9, Administration ^ ° / 

o Lines 13 and 14, Health 

* < * . * 

o Lines 16 and 17, ^Nutrition 

o Lines 19 and 20, Social Services." \ % 

o Lines 22 and 23, Parent Involvement „• * 

-^o Liftes 28 s and 29, "Other.* ■ / 

Then create the appropriate totals for*all direct services. Add Lines 15 
18,*21 and 24 and enter the column totals on Line 25, tf&ng sure to^fill 
Columns A, B atid C. * . 

Now, for Lines 6, 10, 25 "and 30 (Total Costs'), repeat the^Jnit Cost 

Step. The units of service remain constant throughout this worksheet, and - 

) d 
simply need to be copied from Line 2." * f * — 

^^t& ^fTe costs^on Lines 6, 10,. 25, and 30 and enter the fcotalsvor 

{ ' " > ■ 

these costs on Line- 33. Re^at the Unit Cost Step. From Worksheet #a 
(Distribution of vGrantee* Management Costs) take this delegate; 1 ? share. -* 
as reported in Column F and enter that amount ot* Worksheet #8 Line 36 (Jolucm 
A. Repeat Allocation* Step. ^Total costs .on Lines 33 and 36, and enter this 
Grand Total on Line* 37. Repeat Unit Cost Step tcLarrive at a summary unit 
cost for the delegate. (If desired, Grantee Management Costs for eac.h func-* 

tion can be taken from Columns^ Bj:o E^on Worksheet ,#7 and a<dded to the costs 

\ * ■• 

of each function on Worksheet #8*) - ^ 



/ . 



i 
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XT 
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Grantee Name: 



Worksheet #8 
Summary of Program Functional Costs 

» ; • Date: 



Delegate Agency 



Person Completing Porm: l v * 

% 'x. ■ ^ ■ 



* 



'Function 



6 

1. Education Cost 

2. jj. Units of service 
3. 
4. 
5. 



Tpta'l « ^ Center-Based 
'Cost' • - . 



Cost 



CpstVUhit 

4 

Percent of Total . 
Operating Costa $ ' 

6. * Ttftal Education 

7. Cost /Unit ( ' 
Administration 

8. tS Personnel 

9. ^ Operating 

10* x Total Administration 
1L» Units of Service 

12. ' Cost/Unit 
> ♦ Direct- Services 

13. -Personnel 

0 

14. Operating 7 ■ " 

15. Total Health 



100 



Home^Based 
Cost 



1 



,% ' Analytic instruments 17-ACD 



Worksheet #8 (Cont.) 



IV 



r 



Nutrition 

16. Personnel 

17. Operating . 
_18. T^tal Nutrition 

Social* Services 

19. Personnel 

20. Operating 

• i * 

. 21. To^l Social Service 
* Parent Involvement 

22. Personnel 

231 Op^rating^ 

24. Total Parent Inv. • 

'25. Tqtal Direct Service 

'^'26. Units of Service 

27. Cost/Unit 

t * • 

• Other * 
?8? Personnel 
29/ Operating 1 * 
30. Total Other C 
31.. Units of Service 

. 32. Cost/Unit„ . , * r 

33. . Total All 

34. Units of Service"' 
35. 4 Cose/Unit 
36.* Grantee Management 



4_ 



M 



Analytic Instrument's 1S-ACD 

• : 133 * ' 



37. Grand Total 
.38. Units of Service 
.39 .„ Cost /Unit * 



Worksheet #8 (Cont.^ 



1 Jf 



Analytic Instruments 19 
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APPENDIX 3 



SUMrtAW DAfA TABLES 



'Table 8.1 , 

r 

Total Revenue 



trances 



Al 



ACYF 



•JSDA 



:sa 



Otner 

CETA/VETP - Cash 



Other 
In-Kind 



Total 



A2 



A3 



A4 



61 



32 
83 



CI 



C2" 



Median 
Mean * 



4,430 , 743 

(81.8) 
334,363 

(69.0) 
225,158 

(78.1) 
136,086 

(7.2.8}_ 
68i7o93 

(83.9) 
735,899 

(,72.7) 
, 279,597 

(61.1) 
556,9'J4 
(63.9) 
330 , 314 
(68.7) 
118,4-45 
'(50.7) «- 
173,706 
(71.3) - 
' 383,536 * 

(61.2) 
V, 425,423 
(62.3)' 
348,479 
. (73.8) . 
195 , 142 . 
• (69.1) 
359,197 
- (72.6) * 

341^424 ' 

612,555 
' (74.4) 

118,445 
4/430,743 



133,935 
(2.5) 
33,498 
(6.9) 
16,000 
(5.5) 
19,180 

(7.5) * 
22,734 

(2.3), 
"48,937 
(4.5) * 
14*240 

(3-D* 
132,345 

(15.2), 
35,965 
(8.5), 
12,913 
* (5.5) 
24,244 
(10.0) 
•50,501 
(3.0) 
65,611 
(9.7) 
' 23,523 
(6t0) 
23,541 

,•,(8.4) 
32,311 
(6.4) 

30,667 
43; 597 
(5v3) 
12,913 
.133,905 . 



63,796 ' 

(1-1)** 
21,519 

(4.5) 



•5,213 
(0.5), 
'2,821 

(0-7)*. 
1,109 

■ (1.5) 

3,3lV 
(1.4), 
10,739 
' <l.Sf 



4,704 

a-?) * 

4-; 358 

1,234 
7,326 
-C9) 
. 3 
50,795 



5,332 
(1.2) 



19,345 
te.6) 
1M45 
.(3.\S) 
94 
(3.0) 



3,063 
(1.3) 



50,432 

(8.3) ♦ * • ' 
7,407 
* (1.5) 
325 * 4*359 
(3.1) . (1.5)'- 

. • 14,579,* 

* k -y (2.9). 

I 

5 \ ,0 

4,130 " 3,125 

(.5) (.4) 

Z 0 ,3 

50,432 ;9, l 045 



793, 327 

(14.6) 
' 95,036 

(19.5)' 

28,133 
(9.3) 

43,972 

(19.1) 
103,203 

(13.3) 
245,957 

(22.8) 
153,730 

(35.3) 
176,335 

(23.3) 

91,411 

(23.9) 
131,071 
' (43.3) 

40,531 

(16.3) 
135,744 

(29°.4) 
'119,943 v 633,193 

(17.5) 

33,106 

(13.5) 

54:/294 

(19 .-2) 
' '93,304 

(17.3) 



5,413,471' 
484,521 
233 r 333 
255,633 
312,721 
1,082,793 



457 ? 637 



371,847 
435,343 
233,533 
241,549 
534,693 




'93,354 
152,382 
'(18.5) 
28,133 
793,327 



473*513 
322,317 

233,533 
5,413,471 



These monies do not come "to tne prograns 
paid for by_ a aiird parcy". 



in the form of cash, but as services 



• 


- 


» * 


f 


1 








*■ 






\ 


a 






c 








« 


\ 


■ 'fable 0!2 


o 




' t 




* 


• 


Donated Goods and Services : , Line 


I ten Breakdown 


. - «■ 


* 




. , Prof. 


Paraprof. 


* 

j Space/ 


Supplies/ 


• c \ USDA 








Grantee' 


# Sen/. 


Se"rv. 


Utilities 


Equipment 


/Food 


Trans. 


^Other 


Total 


Al 


1136, 160 




° / 
> 59y,807 


16/136 


13,295 


. ^8,175 


853,323 


A2 


(12.4) 


(12. b) - 


(70. L) 


(1.9) 




(2.1) 


^:'0) • 




23-, 954 


8 , 1 


34 ,500 




— >— 




* - — 


116,655 




' (20.5) 


17.0) * 


(72.5) 








• 




A3 


2, 922 




11 


260 




100 




28,130 




(10.4) 




(39.2) • 


(0.9) 




(0.4) 


■ 0 




. A4- 


/ 16,127 


O , J'JD 


'1#I VIOIiJI 


i /it i 

loo 






->- 


48,972 


dl 


(32.9) 


#1*) /i \ 
(13.0) 


(53.9) 


(0.2) 








i 


' 3,279 




,092 


3,952 ( 


22,734 





— r — ' 


130,937 




' ' (2.5) 


(8.6) 


(68.5) 


(3.0)' 


(17-.4) 








. 1^,021 


In , 934 


201 ,032 


13,970 


48,937 


. 





2^9,894. 




, (5-1) 


(b. /) 


(68.0) 


(4.7) 


(16.5) 




* 20,561 


' B3 


14,274 


s, t o # ob/ ' 


111 1 1 •> 

112,113 


10,085 


14,240 





177,940 




.. '(8.0) 


0 ?(3.7) 


(63.3) 


(5.7) 


(3.0) 




' (11.6) * 


14 , 289 


52,90 3 


1/* A A f 

76,446 




132,845 


38,400 




314.943 




(4.5) 


(lo.o) 


■ (24.3) 




(42.2) 


(12.2) 




X 


C2 


3,056 


<\l , J1U, 


b'J , 376 


3,316 


35,965 







■ 136,329 




(2.2) 




# l^ r\ \ 

(36.9) 


(2.3) 


(27.1)- , 






« CJ 


2,202 


lb , j 


CO 1iH 

bp , 34 / 


t 


12, 9U 


17,950 


\ 8,242 


115,093* 


• 0 


(i.9) 


/II A \ 

(13.4) 


(50.7) 




(11.2) 


(f5.6) 


* (7 ' 2) 


m 


656 


b , uy l 


*l/i -4/1 A 


2,456 




1,079 




40,531 




(i.$), 


#1/1 C v 

(14.D) 


1 #TC * % 

' (75.1) 


'(6.1) 




(2.7)" 


\- 




t: 


- 14,893 




I /4 ,091 


2 , 260 






195,556 




* (7.6) 


(2.2) 


^ (89.0) 


(1.2) 






c 
\ 


• 


F • 


1'4, 089 


105 , 52(3 


%60,95J 


12,213 




482 


1,107 


191,164 




(5.7) 


(55.2) 


. \(31.9) * 


(6.4) 


* ■ • 


(0.2) • 


(0.6) 


* 


G 


15,720 


30,616 


/ 39,070 


• 2,695, 


5 






• 38,106 




(17.8) 


(34.8) 


/> (44.3) 


(3.1) 








\ 9 , 


li 


4,937 


' 31,030 


• 21,871 > 


1,160 








^3,993 




(0.4) 


(52.6) 


(37.1) 


(i.9) 


o 




* 




, 1 * 


2,749 


40,830 


40,057 


7,226 









"91,662 




(3.0) 


' (4/1,5) 


(44.6) 


(7.9) 






J 




rtiese include ^contr ibutions M tVon 


Federal sources. 1 ike CSA, : CETA and 


0SOA \A\ich are not 


cash in- 


cane to 


Head Start, 


but are services paid to a .third party for Head Start. 

'• . • 






ERJC" 


« 
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r 


*> 


- 








» - 




4f. * 






* 



x'fabld B.3 



Donated Goods and Servi ces 



national Breakdown 



Grantee Admin. Occup. Trans, 



• Al 
A2 
A3 

A4 

e 

01 
B2 

W„ 
C2 

CJ. 
D 
ti 
l> 
G 
il 
I 



65,684 
.(7.7) 
19,619 
(16;8) 
■ 1,068 
(6.5) 
16,127 
CJ2-9) 



10,678 
(J. 6). 
25,163 
(14.1) 
5,213 
(1.7) 
3,292 
(2*4* 



600.734 
(70.3) 
84,500 
(72.4)' 
11,022 
(39.2) 
28,241 
(57.7) 
39,692 
(6if.5> 
201,392 
'(68.1) 
112,173 
(63.1) 
88,646 
.•(28.1) 
55,614 
• (40.7)/ 



9, , 35f S >% fc 59,824 



(3.1) 
73F 
(1.8) 
8,812 
(4.5) 
5,121 
(2.°7) 
. -15 

4,704 
tf.0) 
-1/523 
AhJ) 



'(52. 1)' 
.30,449 
i (75.1) 
174', 105 

(39 t .-0) 
. 66,-660 

(34.9) 

393*70 

'(44.3) . 

21,871 

(37. 

40,857' 
_144.5) 



15,928 
(1.9) 



3,519 
(12.5) 



33,400 
(12.2) 
12,046* 

(3.8) 
17,950 
(15-6) 
554 

(1.4) 
». 

•1,032 
10.5) 
5 

1,025 
(1.7) 



Bdac. 


Health 


Nutri. 


S.S. 


P.I. . 


Total 


81,752 


46,286 


26,683 


, 13,556 


3; 200 


353,323 


(9.6) 


(5.4) 


(3.1) 


(1.6) 


(0.4). ' 




5,690 


6,647 


191 








116,655 


(4.9) 


.(5.7) 


(0:2) 








9,119 


896 


1,705 


» 





28,130 


(32.4) 


(3,2) 


(6.1) 






4,559 




45 


~* 


— — ' 


48,972 


v (9.3) 




(0.1) t 








15,397 


3,114 


22,734 


— 


— 


130,937 


./(ll. 7) 


. (2.4) N 


(17.4), 






29,324 


1,815 


50,523 


2,162 





295,894 


(9.9) 


(0.6) 


(17.1), 


(0.7) 




13,029- 


- 9,419 


17,585* 


548 


23 


177,940 


(7.3) 


(5.3) 


i9;9) A 


« (0.3) 






43,263 


5,785 


132,845 





791 


314,943 


(13.7) 


(1<B) 


(42. 2), 




(0.3), 


* 


9/326. 


5,567 


50,213 


471 y 





136,529 


, (6.0) 


(4.1) 


(36.8), 


\ .(0.4) 






12,0^ 


1,093 


, 14,375-. 






1,15,093 


(10.4) 


(0.9). 


(12.9) 






7*119 


., 356 


791 





525 


40,531 


„ (17.5) 


M0.9) 


(2.0) 




(1.3) • 


5,412 


6,426 




' 800 




195,556- 


. (2:s>- 


(3.3) , 


1,893 


(0.4) 




9 


108,033 


5,712 


^,713 


•i 


191,154 


(56.5) 


(3.0) 


* (1.0) 


(1.4) 




t 


, 33,296 


15,720 








58,136. 


(37.9) 


(17.8) 








V 


29 s , 09 3 


198 


2,107 


m — — — t 


*Tt — 


58,993 


(49.3) 


(0.3) 


(3.6) 






47,315 


.1,914 




• 53 




91,662' 


J51..6T 


(2.1) 




(0.1) 





Includes U3DA lluiiijlaj* 



Table B*4 b - 
Cash Expenditures per Funded Chi ld : Line Item Qreakd^p 



Grantee Personnel 


_Frinues 

— . . . j 


Occup. 


Child 
Travel 


Staff 
Travel 


Food 


Al 


1,402 


283 


285 


133 


13 




' A2 


(51.3) 


Tiff. 4) 


(10 4)' 






loo) 


1,965 


331 


273 


39 


18 




AJ 


(57. J) 


(9.7) 


(8.0) 


V A . J. 1 


\v .0) 


lo.oj 


1,949 


394 


348 


153 








(54.0) 


(11.0) 


(9.5) 


(4.2) 


(0 7) 


* Ms 1\ 


A4 


2,303 


467 


139 


H2 


15 


272 




(59.0) 


(12.0) 


(3.6) 


(2.9) 


^(0 4) 


(1 0) 


Bi-ctr 


1,592 


245 


207 


281 


55 


-0- 




(56* t 5) 


(8.7) 


(7.4) 


(10. tf) 


(2.0) 


(0 0) 


B2 


735 


148 


12 


148 


16 


20 




(62.7) 


(11.9) 


(1.0) 


(11.9) 


(1.3) * 


(1 6) 


B3 


1,132 


' 107 


63 


. , 188 


20 


85 




(6J.3) 


(5.8) 


(3.4) 


(10 1) 




(A <k\ 


CI 


730 


' 93 


14 


28 


45 


3 


< 


(65.5) 


(8.3) 


C1.3) 


(2.5) 


c (4.0) 




02 


« 953 


137 


46 


145 


47 


21 




' (61.7) 


• (8.b) 


(3.0) 


1 (9.3) 


(3 0) 






* 749 


102 


31 


43 


62 


^35T 




(63.3) 


(8.6) 


(2.5) 


(3.6) 


(5.2) 


(3 0) 


D 


1,565 


235 


52 


27 


25 


191 


t: 


(66.2) 


(9.9) 


' (2.2) 


(1.1) 


(1.1) 


(8.1) 


1,135 


213 • 


119 


37' 


18 


206 




(53/0) 


(9.8) 


(5.3) 


(3.9) 


(0.3) 




F-Ctr 


1,222 


185 


• 13b 


* 73 


4'J > 


254 




(60.2) 


(9.1) 


(6.6) 


(3.9) 


.(2.0) 


(12 5) 


G * 


1,195 ■ 


130 . 


.183 


250 


65 


^123 , 




(51.1) 


(5.G) 


(7.9). 


(lfl.7) 


(2.3) 


(5.3) 


it 


* 976 


123 


97' 


191 


60 


137 




(50.3) • 


(6.4) 


(5.0) 


* (9.9) 


. (3.1) 


(9.7) 


I ~ . 


1,303 


191 


125 


142 


34 


* . 121 




. (57.4) 


(8.4) . 


45^5-)^ 




.^U.5) 


(5.3)" 


dl~rio,ne 774 


119' 






149 






(67. 15) 


(m. 3): 






(12.8) 




F-.lo.ne 


7U7 119 


54 


1r 49 


162 


63 


6 




(50.9) 


(8.9) 


. (4.0) 


(3.6) 


(12/2) 


(5.1) 



35 
(1.3) 
4 

(0.1) 
4 

(0.1) 

15 
(0.4) 

80 
(2.9) 

42 
(3,3) 

15 
(0.3) 

55 
(4.9) 

43 
(3.1) 

36 
(3.0). 

52 
(2.2) 
129 
(5.8). 

13 
(0.9) 

157- 
(6.7) 

52 
(2.7) 
140 
(6.1) 



49 
(0.5) 



Supplies 

71 
(2.6) 
135 
(4.3) 
* 55 
(1.5) 
139 
(3.6) 

71 
(2.5) 

45 
(3.5) 

43 
(2.3) 

50 1 
(4.5) 

42 
(2.7) 

35 
(3.0) 
• 140 
(5.9) 
118 
(5.3) 

51 

(2.5) 

175* 

(7.5) 
151 
(7.8) 
105 
(4.6) 4 

32 
(2.8) 

41. 
(3.6)' 



Other 
Serv. 



61 
(2.3) 
. 90 
(2.6) 
• 62 
(1.7) 

67 
(1.7) 
237 
(8.4) 

32 
(2.6) 

75 
(4.1) 
5 31 
(7.3) 

91 
(5.8) 

74 
<6.3) 

63 
t2.7)„- 

143 
(6.4) 

43 

. 39 
(1.7) 
85 
(4,4) 
32 
(1.4) 
67 
(5.8) 
1 

(3.1) 



Other- Total 



272 
(9.9) 
323 
(9.6) 
380 
(10.5) 
365) 
(9.4) 
44 
(1.5) 
1 

(0.1) 

85 
(4.6) 

15 
(1.4) 
, 20 
(1.3) 

17 
(1.4) 

14 
(0.6) 

10 

. {0.57 
•4 

. (0.2) 

16 
(0.7) 

13 
(0.7) 

82 
(3.5) 

K> 
(1.3) 
1,336 
•(0.1) 



2,733 
3,405 
3,61$ 
3,902 
2,811 
1,-249 
1,864 
1,114 
* 1,560 
1,184 
2,355 
2,233 
2,030 
2,333 
r,936 
2,275 
1,156 



Table ^.S 4 ' 

Cash^expendi tares per Funded Child: 



Functional Breakdown 



Grantee Admin. 



< 

, "4;* 



, Al 

A2 
- A3 
' A4' 
Bi-Ctr 

82 ' 

C2 ' 

° 

F-Ctr 
■ G 
it 
1 

F-lJutie' 



457 
. (16.7) 
' 546 
(16.0) 
6U6 

(iy.0) 

735 
118.8) 

670 
, 1 (23.8) 

120 
A9i 6.) 

330 
(17.7) 

113 
(10.2) 

115 
* (7,4) 
• 186 
(15V/) 
, • 416 
.(17.6) 

341 
(15,3) 

211 
(10.4) 

254 

(10.2) 
282 
(12.4) 
136 
d*.8) 
57 
(4.3) 
V • 



Occup. 

338 
(12.4) 

382 
(11,2) 

(12.4) 
334 
(8.5) 
. 250 
(3.9). 
63 

• (5.0) 

- (8.5) 
. 23 
(2.5) 

129 
(8.3) 

; 55 

(4.6) 
„ • 140 
(9.9) 
129 

- (5.8) 

218 ' 
(10.7) 
193 
.(3.3) 
: 136 
(7.0) 
162 
(7.1), 
*9 

(0.7) 

- 72 
~'r (5;v4) • 



Trans. • Educ.« Health v Nutri. S.S. 



212 
- (7.8) 

144 
" (4.2)' 
' * 160 
' (4.4) 

116 
.(3\0) 

502 
(17.9) ' 
: 240 
(19.2) 
" 215 
(11.5) 

135 
4l2.1) 
< 433 
(27.7) 
.#161 
» (ft. 6) 
66 
/(2.8) 

266 
(M.9) 

164 
(8.1) 
\ .406 
(17.4) 
' 345 
(A7.8) 
*♦ 441 
(i9.4) 

149' 
(12.3) 
* . 221 
(16.-5) 



644 
(23.6) 
832 
(24.5) 
1,006 
(27.8) 
1,241 
(31 .8) 
629 
(22.4) 
369 
(29.5) 
- 471, 
(25.3) 
« 368 
(33^) 

(33 if* 
189 
(16.0) 

, 922 
(39.0) 

653 
(29.3) 

584 
(28.8) 

651 
(28.0) 

438 
(22.6) . 

588 
(25.0) 
. 325 
(28.2) 

507 
.(37.9) 



279 
n(10.2) 
317 
(9.3) 
. 210 
(5.8) 
251^ 
(6,5) 
229 
(8.1) 
167 
(13.4) 
320 
(1?.2) 
209 
(18.8) 
198 
(12.7) 

213 - 
(18.0) 

. 91 
(3.8) 
245 
(U.0) . 
"202 ■ 
(9.9) 
• , i32 
(5.6) 
177 
' (9.1) 
202 « 
(3.9) 
191 
(16.5) 
.116 
(8.7) 



488 
(17.8) 
603 
(17.8)* 
632 
a(17.5) 
812 
(20.8) 
271 
(9.63 
9) 
(7.^) 
237 
(12.7) , 
71 
(6.4) 
59 
(3.8) 
154* 
(13.0) 
) 423 
(*7\9) 
• , 48V 
(21.5) 
493 
(24.3) 
444 
(19.0) 
398 
(20.6) . 

363 
(15.0) 
4 ' 
(0.4) 
118 
(3.8) 
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. 200. 
(7.3) 
' 322 
(9.4) 
249 
(6.9) 
196 
(5.1) 
121 
(4.3) 

60 
(4.8) 

63 
(3.4) 

93 
(8.3) 

44. 
(2.8) 
105 
(9.0) 

. U3 
(4.8) 
■ S9< 
,(2.6) 

81 . 
(4.0) 
83 
(3.6) 
121 
(5.3) 

96' 
(4,2) 
233 • 
(20.2) 
229 
(17.2) 1 . 
v > 



P.{. 

, . 115 
(4.2) 
250 
(7.6) 
222 
(6 .'2) 
. 217 
. (5.5) 
120 
(4.3) 
138 
(11.1) 
54 
(3.4) 
86, 
(7.7) 
51* 
(3.3) 
109 
(9.2) 
184 
(7.8) 
59 
(2.5) 
• 76 
(3.7) 
159 
(7.2) 
, 118 
(6.1) 
135 
(5.9) 
108 
(9.3) 
13 

(i.or , 



Other 



20 
(0.7) 
1 

(0.1) 
■« 6 
(0.3) 

11 
*(1.0) 

15 
(0.9) 

11 
(0.9) 

10 
'(0.4) 



6 

(0.3) 
6 

(0.3) 



".3 
(0.2) 



Total 
2,733 
3,406 
3,614 
3,902 
2,812 
1,249 
1,864 
1,114 
1,560 
1,184 
2,355 
2,233 



1 ! 2,030 
(0.1) 
' 1 2,333 

1,917. 

2,275 

1,156 

1,335 
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^fable B.6 



Total Cost of Program per Funded Child; Line Item Break 



aakd^wrT"" 



Grantee 



Al 


1 , 529 




(47.2) 


A2 


2,262 




(5d.4) 


A3 






(54.5)' 


A4 


2,732 




(5\i.o) 


„ bl-CU 


.1,655 




(49.1) 








(48.5) 




■ MWltj, , 321 




(43.3) 


CI 


' » 654 




(49.5) 


C2 




*> 


(52.3) 


CJ 


• 925 




(39.5) 


b 


1,642 




(57.8) 




1,203 






fc-Ccr 


. 1,745 




(60.5) 


• » 


1,476 




(51.5) 


i! 


i, 289 




(52.6) o 




1,541 




(55.5) 




774 




(62.a) ' 








(sa.y) 
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283 
(8.7) 

331 
(7.4) 

394 
<9.8) 

467 
(9.7) 

245 
(7-3) 

149 
(8.7) 

107 
(3.5) 
93 
(5.3) 

1J7 
(6.0) 

184 

(7.y) 

235 
(8.3) 

218 
(6.7) 

185 
(6.4) 

130 

(4.5) 

123 
(5.0)* 

191 
(6.9). 

119 
(9.7) 

119 
(7.6) 





Cuilri 


Staff 








Occup. 


Travel 


Travel 


Food 






644 


* * 

133 *~ 


13 






oi 


(19. 8) 


74.1) 




fS SI 


/I /ll 


\£* j) 


1,056 


39 


18 


223 


4 
* 


l ^s 

10 J 


(23.5) 


(0.3) 


/M 41 


fS Ml 


/« 1 1 


/I Ml 


\ 501 


155 


26 


9 * 241 






(12.5) 


(3,9) 


(0 51 




. (a ii 




637 . 


112 


15 


01? 

Cm t £t 




1/11 
l'J L 












(2.9) 


587 


281 ^ 


55 


99 






(17.4) 


' (8 31 


( \ fil 


(0 Ck\ 


/o yii 


(2.6) 


331 


143 


i6 


100 






(19. 3) 


(8.6) 


(0*91 


fS Rl 


/9 41 


l J. /) 


310 


188 
(6\2) • 


2fe) 


180 


IS ^ 
x -J 


ill 


(26*5) 


ffl 71 


/S Ql 


i(A m J" 




2167 


(6.0) - 


45 - 


269 


55 


sn 


(9.6) 


* (2.6) 


(15.41 


n ?i 






* 145 


" ' 47 ' 


213 




49 


(13.6)* 


C6-4) " ' 


> (2.1) 


(9.*4) 


(3 31 


M ^1* 


614 


V ^2j 


62 


155 


36 


IS 


(26*.3) 


V9 5f * 


* to 71 


f? 1 1 


/ 1 m 


/ 1 c \ 

,1 1 • J ) 


411 


> 33 




191 




- ion 


(14.5) 


(1**2) 


V 1 . 1 J 




/I Ql 


13.9) 


1,007 


87*, 


18 




• 1 3U 


1 OQ 

i^y 


ni ?i 




(*t fx\ 




14. U) 


(4.3) 


413 


81 


» 40 


9S4 






(14 3) 






/ft Al 




(3.4) ■' 


420 


250 


'65 


^123 


157 


1^91 ' 


C14.6) 


(8.7)-- 


(2.3) ■ 


(4.3) 


(5.5) ' 




£87 


191 


6U 


195 


52 


' 154 > 


(11.7) 


. (7.8) - 


(2.5) 


(8.0) 


(2.1) 


(5.3) 


348 


112 


34 


121 


140 


144 


(12.5) 


.i5.-l) 


(1.2) 


(4.4) 


(5.0) 


(5.2) 


76 




149 






32 


(6.2) 


<s 


(12.1) 






(2.6) » 


102 


49 


wl-72 


68 • 


6 f 


94 


-(6.5) " 


• ' (3.1) 


(10.4) 


(4.4) 


(0.4)" 


(6.0) 



Other 
Serv. 

61 ' 
(1.9) - 

9^ 
"(2.0) 

62 
(1.5) 

67 
(1.4) 
237 
(7.1) 
- 32 
(1.9) 

75 
(2.5) 

81 
(4.6) 

91 
(4.3) 

74 
(3.2) 

63 
(2.2) . 

143 
(4.4) 
' 43 
(1.5) 
. . 39 
(1.4) 

85 
(3.5) 

32 
(1.2) 

67 
(5.4) 

41 
(2.6) 




Other 

27*7 
(8.5) 

328 
(7.3) 

380 
(9.5) 

358 
(7.6) 

4'4' 
(1.3) 

. 1 
(0.1) 

223 
(7.3) 
15 

(0.9) 
20 

(0.9) 
17 

(0.7) 
14 
(0.5) 
14J 
:(0.3) 
9 

(0.3) 

16 
(0.5) 

13 
(0.5) 

82 
(3.0) 

15" 
(1.2)' 
1 

(0.1) 



Total 
3,245 
4,48S 
4,005 
4,826 
3,371 
1»719 
3,050 
1,744 

2,335 
2,842 
3,231 
2,88f> 
2,867 
■ 2,45C 
2,775 
1,232 
1,562 



\ 



143 



Urditcee Admin. 



144 



vERIC 



Al 

A2' 

-A3 " 
A4 
dl-Ctr 
62 

aj 

^ 

ci 

02 
CJ. 

v e - 
•e-ctr 

i 

"g . 
f 

V, 

« 



496 
(15. i) 

728 
(1&.2) 

711 

(i7.*i) 

1,039 
(21.5) 
670 
(19.9)" 
137 

(a.0) 

497 
(16.3) 
, 123 
. (7.1) 
'132 
(!>.<*). 
280 
(12.0) 
424 
(14.9)"^ 
386' 
(12.0) 
* 236 
(3.-2) 
.254 

239 

M9.7) 
290 
(10.4) . 

> 1 136 : ' 
(11*0) " 

(3.7) 



fable B.7 

Total Cost of Program per Funded Child: 



Functional Breakdown 



Occup. 

• 698 
(21.5) 
1,164 
(25.0) 
. 602 
(15.0) 

866 
(18.0) 

630 
(13.7) 

382 
(22.2) 

906 
. (29.7) 

206 

(H.«, 
419 

(18.4) 
653 

(27.9) 
498- 

(17.5) 
1,018 

(31.5) 
.516 

(17.9) 
% , 43if 

(15:0) 
• *326 

(1,3.3) 
<*. 385 _ 

(13.9) 



Trans. 

222 
(6.8) 
144 
(3.2) 

208 N 
(5.2) 
117 
(2.4) 
502 
(14.9) 
• 240 
(14.0) 
215 
(7.1) 
212 
(12.2) 
. 496' 
(21.8) 
340 



(6.9) 
150 
(9.6) 



fckluc. 



Health 


Nutri . 


S.S. 


PA. 


'307- 


504 


, 208 v 


117 


(9.5) 


(15.5) 


."(6.4) 


(3.6) 


378 


605 


322 


. 263 


' (3.4) 


(13.5) 


(7.2) 


(5.8) 


'223 


655 


'249 - 


'223 


(5.6) 


x .(16.4) 


(6.2) 


(5.6) 


251 


813 


196 


217 


(5.2) 


(16.9) 


(4.1) 


(4.5) 


242 


370 


121 . 


120 


(7.2) 


(11.0) 


(3.6) 


(3.5) 


170 


. 172 


64 


138 


• ,(9.9) 


(10.0) 


(3.7) 


(8.0) 


383 


354 


- 57 


54 


(12.5) 


(11.6) 


(2.2) 


(2.1) 


220 


337' 


93 , 


37 


(12.6) 


(19.3) 


(5.4) 


(5.0) 


2.27 


320* 


0 

47 


51 


(10.0) . 


(14.1) 


(2.0) 


(2.3) 


'224 


303 


106 


109 


,(9.6) 


(13.0) 


(4.5) 


(4.7)~ 


96 


432- 


♦ ' 113 


190 


(3.4) 


(15.2) 


(4.0) 


(6.7) 


273 


481 


• , 62 . 


\9 




..(14.9) 


U.9) 


(1.8) 


223. 


502 


92 


76 


(7.9) •< 


' (17.4) 


(3.2) 


(2.6) 


227 


\ 444 


83 ~ 


. 169 


(7.9) 


tl5.5) 


(2.9) 


(5.9) 


179 - 


417 


121 


118 


(7.3) 


(17.0) 


(4.9) 


(4.8) 


212 


• - 363 


97 . 


134 


(7.6) 


(13.1) 


(3.5) 


f4,.8) 


191 


5 


• 233 - 


103 


(15.5) -< 


(0.4) 


(id. 9) 


(8.7) 


120 


' - 118 


^38 


13. 


•(7.> 


M7.6) 


(15.2) 

« 


(0.8) 



Other Total • 
3,245 

4,486 _ 

4,005 V 

. 4*826- 

3/>371 ^ 

A 

1,719 
3,050 , 
1,744 
•2,272 
2,335 ' 
2,842 
3,231 ' 
2,885 
2,867 
2,450 
' 2,775 
1,232 
1,562 



20 
*1 



6 

(0.2) 

11 
(0.6) 
,15 
(3.7) 

11 

(a. 5) 

10 
(0.3) - 



(0.3) 

6 

(0.3) 



3 

(0.2) 



V 
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J 



x rt aole.B.8 



Annual Revenue perj Funded ChUd 



Total 



Grantee t 


ACYF Cost 


Eederal Cost^-" 


Al ';■ 


2,^853 


2,593 . \ 


"•'A2 ' 


3,396 


3,606' 


A3 


3,127 


3,349 


A4 


3,511 


3,873 - 


31-Qtr 


2,313 8 


I 2,912 


82 


1*249 


- ' 1,327 , 


63 


- 1,855 ' \ 


• 1,963 * 


CI 


1,114 


„ ' 1,390 


C2, 


1,564 


1,799 


C3 


1,184- 


1,325 


D . " 


2,344 ' . 


2,329 


£ 


1,933 . . 


2/285 . * 


F-ctr. 


1,724 


. « 2,364 


G 


• t- 2,112 , 


2>285« . 


ri - 


•1,697 \ 


% ■ • =1,946 


'CI 


' .• ' 2 ? 017 4 


- * - 2,204 



?«. E-rtot»e 



& 



1,-156 
.1,268 



Maan^ca . / ^-^110 
Har^e-Ctr. * - f, 114^ 3°, 511%^ 



1»-156 
J,336 



' 2» 353 
i,325o - 3, l 873 



6 



j S 



I* 



Total Cost 



.V 



-^245 
" 4', 485 
'4,005 
4,324 
•.,3,373 
1,7 
*3, 
1 1)7! 
"2,275 
2,335- 
2,842 
' 3,233 
2,331 
"2,864 
* 2/455 
, 2,777 

' imi' 

■ 1,552 



«*• 3,007 
1,719 - '4,324 



'46 



■( 



v' 



Table 3.9 
Annual Revenue per Funded Child 

*Total, 



Grantee * 


ATYp. Cost 






* Al 


* * 


3.53- 


4.26 


' A2 • 


4.60 


5.33 


5.64 


A3 




1 1 CI. 

J • VO' 


j ■» 71 


' A4 r- 


1.40- 


1.55 


1.93 


Bl-Ctr" 








62 




3.29 


4.26 


83 


« 3.70 " N ' 




W«UJ 


CI i 


1.16 .' - 


1.45- 


1.32 


C2 


, 1.78 > ' 


2.05 


2.59 


C3 , 


'•1.54 


1.72 


3.04 


0 


'1.91. 


' 2.18 


2.65 


E 


2.34 


2,35 , 


3.33 


F-Ctr 


>. 2.51 


3.44 


- 4.19 


G 


' -3.67 




4.98 


a " 


3.18 . 


■^3.65 . 


4.60 




3.19 j 


3.49 , 


4.43 


Bl-Hone 


' % 17.11 • 


17*41 


13.24 


F-rick-ne 

i 


'5.73-' 


• 5.04 


, 7-07 


Mean - Ctr . 


IT 2.66 . 


I 

- 3.97 ' 


. 3.34 


tfan:je - Ctr 


. 1.16 - 4.60 > 


1.45 - 5.33, ' 


1.82 - \ 



A 
\ 



_ „ 5RANTEE 0 RESPONSES 

APPENDIX C - 

TO 

DRAPr FINAL REPORT . ' 
, All participating grantees were sent tne draft Final RS^qrt' and 

asKed to coaraent. Three grantee directors and one director of a dele- 
gate agency took- advantage of tais offer. In this Appendix we have 
summarized first trie points made b/ those directors by telephone, iden- 
tifying programs by the same codes used in the body of the report. 

Ihen we have included the written response from Grantee A and our re- 
> 

* buttal. • Please note that this final report is substantially different 
frfcm tne draft and that many criticisms (we trust, most) are no longer 
applicable. * , * 



Grantee A 



i. 



The most significant problet^ with tnis report is that it im- 
plies tnat programs liKe /urselves which ace classified as 
Neicner Hignly Economical nor Highly Efficient are "bad" pro- 
grams. That is § imply not .the case; we are a good high 
quality program. You need to make very clear in, the report- 
that your categorization scheme snould not allow J^his 
implication to be made, that your classification takes account 
only of costs, not of program quality. 

Our costs appear to bejhigh relative to other programs, and 
**you -do not spend sufficient time explaining that" this area of 
tne poultry- is a high-cqs.t area in whicn to live. 'The problem 
is not tnat we are excessive spenders , but that anyone 
operating in this area *\ould be more expensive simply because 
of tne cost of living x j 

You"do not spend sufficient time or emphasize enough that the 
categorization 6L programs by Economy and Efficiency is simply 
A an index for reffljnal staff *3Jb use, that the negotiation^ pro- 
cess ^ between tnP Regidh arcT the* grantee is the critical 
feature of your recommendations; It sounds now as though we 
may be declared too- expensive by fiart"ar4J that no negotiation 
or justification will be permitted. % . . 

We question your distribution -of grantee admmistratyre costs 
across tne delegates., Vtaen'wp calculate their. cost per child/" 
we arrive at mush lower figures. Perhaps it is, too much of a 
burden to, place on delegates, this division of all central 
. administrative costs, all expenses ■ for the * magnet training 
. center for nandicapped children and the overhead cha.rgsd by 
' the grantee to Head Start. ».,We would like to think more about- 
the appropriate co^ts to be distributed. 



14a 



We* do not agjree with your comments about possible changes in 
staffing arrangements^© achieve cost savings. We hire staff 
as full-time, workers -and cannot * change them to part-time. 
They earn so little money, now that sues a change may result in 
tneir leaving tne program. 'We need these good staff to stay. 
The suggested option of double sessions is also impractical. 
Staff cannot. manage this load and retain their creativity and 
energy dealing with the "children. In, addition, we are tow. 
operating wizh a minimal set of coordinator? and administra-' 
tive staff. Combining roles further isn't possible.- 



Delegate. A3 



You nave assigned too high a grantee administrative cost to 
our program. We are very economical and~ efficient, and do not 
feel tnac our placement in the Richer Jtigiily Economical nor 
Highly Efficient category is fair. 

ran tee B 

• We' feel tn$t you 'hav^jnot allocated a sufficient amount 'of our 
grantee administrative costs to tne delegates. We recognize 
that you aswed, us about the time and resources we expend on 
benalf of the delegates and that it did not translate into -a 
sizeable dollar amount, but this 'allocation does not -.require 
the Relegates to assume- their -fair share and should be 
revised." 

rantee H - * 

• We have been classified as Economical But tot Efficient, and 
its seems to me the ^reason is that our program operates for 

✓four hours a day. But some of our children 'have to ride the 

bus - for up to two hours, and we cannot j***q$ their day any 

. — rn3r^. Pernaps.your index of service hdurs should change to 
incorporate time in transit as well asrtime in direct contact 
witn center staff in the classroom. We woul<3 then become both 
economical and efficient, wnicn seems true of this program. 
»• » — * 

• Your finding aoout the relationsnip of„ economy and staff 
f training is not aiways true. We are economical and have a 

nignly trained scaff\ 

• Cost per child or cost per cniid hour 'would seem related to 
• tne longevity of staff in tne -program. Was this not measured? 
, "Oar staff has been with tnef' program ^fbr many ye&t$ and that 

may d$ the reaspn we are not passed as efficient. 7 

• We strongly* support your suggestion that Head Start set a 
minimum number o£ hours .per day and days 'par year for the 
program, and that tney set maximun numbers as well. Ten nours 
per day. may not reflect the philosogny of Head Start. 

and support" tnis idea as 



we follow a policy of^over -enrollment" 
feel it maKes us more/ef ficient. 
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•• . . <* 

Grantee A: * 

* \ '- * „ ■ J 

SEHVICg PROVIDER RESPONSE ?Q : Head Start Costs: Drafc Pinal kecorc 



The Aurora Associates, Inc. Task Creer^c*^ 2-^ 
Head Start Costs: Draft Final Report*. neither realizes nor 
was framed to realize its spatec objectives. As stated *in . ' 
the Preface," Cask 0>der Kc. 2 "requested an exploratory short-*" 
,ter-r, evaluation of Head Starr Cost /Performance d&ta.*" "his 
would indicate that the research was intended to be a rrsiimi- 
n^r:y review of licicea focus. Instead, 'the study draws Tsvreecinr 
conclusions which ar«^.n fact invalid, -because they are cased, 
or. inadequate data' and ' a failure to-coherently define pre gram 
. quality. m m - m . \* 

The stated objectives of the stud^were:^ - ' 

•..to answer policy questions by: A t .T 

- * * ' ^ 

i * understanding trher variation in costs across* grantees, 

identifying -grantee practices which really cost 
efficiencies , . - • * r^|K~ ~ ~ 

. i 7 ^ — • , • 

* developing policy recommendations which will belp -c . 
' . cptlmize^ program performance v;4th'fn cost constraints , 
^ =nd • ' I 1 

• * * suggesting information to be ■ contained in Head Start */ 

'Grant application packages and ways in which this 4 % 
S information should be evaluated by .recipnal £r.d 

• 'j m; * national staff. - 



[ 0 The Task Order leaser's ccv*r tetter"- 6f January 2c„ 
v:hich apparently recognises the 'limitations of the^ study, art'ru-* 
l£tes the concern that ,T the 17 of vcu (the orograr.s, surysveA' .net 
ee ?cnsidered representative.." Despite this av/arer.e-s-^^e^e-- 

/ • • • « " * . \ • » 

searcners then oroceed : r>a.-:elc: serrations and reccmmend^H^r.r * - 

... . • . ■ . ■ ■« 



•'- . .. ' • . BEST COPy A^/L/IBLF 



which could cr.iy 'be ^usxified by'ajstu'dy of .croader scope ahc'" 
' '"^s intellectually rigcrous design. * * 

rV,' Specif ic = lir, our objections -fali into three"categories : 

• . 1. TasJ-: 0^'er % 'No. 2 ^requested ar/ expiatory evaluation 

■ -V 0 ** *: sa< ? '?ta*Vcc st/perforr^ce da^a- * The document 

— — , — - — ■ — ^-5-7 — ■ — < ■ — — — — 1 — ! — -■ — — « — — * 

' , \ addresses" cniy half of what is, was intended to 

-address e:g. , it" addressed costs and not r*:*fcrmar.ce . 

" . . • — essence.- it is an incipient cost-benefit analysis 

'..*'♦ 

-whidq. fails, .through use. of a skewed samcle, to 

- arrfve at a meaningful cost analysis,, and 'equally 

• • '.*<,», . * 

! - < v " % fails, _ through total abssr.ee/of/ attention to oe'r- 
'. 1 foriaan'ce 'criteria^ and cor.oarabiiitv -of data! to '• 
meaningfully correlate cost and performance. 

2,. The* usefulness of the established 'indices of 

' . ' . ■ > ' - ■» 

■ * *■ "economy" and "efficiency"' are highly questionable, 
-"Economy whi«h is defined in terms of "annual 

• cost per child", fails to take proper account of 

x ' cost-of-living differentials and .the wide variation - 

s : , ■"•■<? 

x " in state regulations, and 'ab-surdlv c cms are's , for 

** • . y ^4. " • 

.* example," the' ccsts-per-ch"ii'o/- cf a Southern rural ' 

, " program which pays its teachers a lower than minimum 

" Vfge with those of a program ir. in urban area which." 

* , , ' - has 'the highest, cost-of-living, in the continent a-! . 

t 

• ' United States. "Efficiency", , which is defined in' . 
....terms of '"ccsts-per- child' hour cf service"-, may 

• e.st^ally'be ar. inverse ir.dlcattr cf cuality e.r.Va 

■ ; . - 

program which' exhibit s^a lev; .unit ccst may have- 



achieved - r. at Efficiency through such sacrifice 

^ of Quality chat -he unit nay have little or nc 

means ur able value. An analogy would be 1 the'sub- 

' stitution of low unit, cost Ketchup for higher unit 

cost,- vegetables in a school -lunch . Clearly, 

Ketchup is .-nor? cost' efficient , and the substitution 
- - ' • *< * * 

is feasible if adequate nutrition ceases tc be a 

consideration. 

3- Ther#*are data-associated problems/ including issues 
■ of authentic ity of data, of sv.'eeping conclusions y 
, ' based on insufficient dafa, and cf other conclusions 
actually contradictory to_ data. In short, the 
quality, quantity and nature cf the data do not 
support the fundings of the study. 
To amplify on the first problem category, it must be 
recognired that an analysis which purports to examine the reiati?^ 
ship betv/een csst and performance requires specific quantifiable 
•pstrZ qraar.Ce indicators. Without this' framework to establish com- 
payability cf programs, meaningful cost analysis is impossible, . 
as is realization of the stated objective cf '"developing Vol icy 
recommendations which'.. will help to optimise program perfc3Sr.ir.ee 
witnir. cost__ocns.tra.ints.. " Regarding this issue of program quality 
the authors of the study themselves note, "it would.be useful tc 
iunbw the number- of ccntact hours 'needed for ' significant child 
gains, out we do net r|ve :r,^ information at this time... So, 
w* did net feel that ^STaclisr.ir.g a quality index from oor.ta-cr 
hours wso possible or Reasonable in this study." Having commented 
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• on this difficult/ they discard 4t f r?a consideration and 
proceed, with a cost-cased analysis. 

The second s'et of problems in the report spring.frcn 
- the- fact that the-criter,ia of "ecor.cr.y- and "efficiency repre- 
V senc.^rbitra-y selection and codification of sample data, The 
sanple^of progrw. chosen' fi the 'study is extremely lifted and 
sltitafiing. ?oo few programs were surveyed to provide rational** 
grounds for national recommendations. The entire Region I sample 
^consist* of programs operated by a .single agency/and this same 
agency represents the- r.ajcr potion of the urban data included in 
the study. This -one agency- represents approximately W of the 
cecal =nrci:ee^populati:n involved in the ^search data, 'and "0% # 

• of the ur-ban enrollments studied:' This suggests that the 

researchers were interested in having 'convenient access to data, 

x * - " •• • ' • s 
. ra»ner ;han in establishing a meaningful sample. ' ~* / 

» V - • , 
wnce tne sampje was-" dhoseh, the 'researchers compounded • ' 

.'the da-t a /problem, by failing to adjust for' major factors affect- 

'v • • " ' . _ 

\. ing ccs^ia-che different program's. Bureau .of Labor Statistics' 
reports shew fr.ac the Ccst-of -living- for one of the areas in the 
study ij a full t-jird higher than for another.." This translates 

v - c ir.crease^ pro gran ''cci-s for salaries," rests, utilities, ani 
services. % 9 

- • • , \ . ■ •• 

' A survey of thenar r.ual ccst-oer-chiid for cub lie 
eoucation in the areas studied disclosed" tha t •public' schocls - 
in cne of tne areas were spending twice as much per' cr.il i a? in' 
f ancthe^ (S3-,=^p .vs.* Sl,"7i} , Since Head- Start prcgrams must * 
compete with .the public* ten; cl systems for cem.-eter.t teacher; , 
s differential aisc impacts prtgrah^ zt-sts . • 
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State licensing' ar>d regulatory requirements man tat e 
costs for seme areas , while not affecting* ethers. (See > 

• > . m 

attached chart ) 1 Further', these sane requirements also prohibit 
some of the cost-reducing.^methods suggested by ^the. researchers • * 
' % * * The study ignores tft he dramatic effect that the factors 



listed above have -en costs. 3y comparing programs without ^ 
.making any adjustments for the , regional and regulatory factors 
which most sharply impact' costs, the researchers have performed 1 
a co«t analysis of limited validity and little moaning. * * 

A further problem v:ith the "study "criteria" is > 
7 re'ccjrnized by the authors- .themselves. Though continuing to 



.identify "economy" as a measure^ of a "good" Head Start program, 

th§ authors staler " •< . • . ■ 

The implication of the relationship betw&en . - 

, , economy and training is that more economical 

? programs seem to be delivering a lower quality 
of programs to children- This i*s< certainly a" 
situation not to be encouraged. • 

** : - Similar problems are seen with the criterion of ' 

"efficiency" . Since "efficiency" • is defined as a^lov: cost per chili 

"hour, measures to lev/er th.is *cpst would statistical* make a program 

-•saors, "efficient". However", such measures, as noted above, ;:curd 



■ ^not necessarrily'cvake toe program better / ■ j 

Ljv. ¥ er. costs rer^chilc ho.ur ooulu presumably* b** achieved 

_ by cayir.r teachers, less.*. Ir. the eity with the hi sr. est: cos: of 

living in the continental "J.3., Head .Star- teachers ar.d teacr.er. 

-' -assistants ear;-, beginning salaries- of 18,. 190 and $5, 5$:-. *?ttsr es- 

* '. 

| tiveiy. - "liver, the fac: that' r.ar.v of these pec-ie are* already 
. eli'gitle fc.r feed stairs and medicaid', it is ccuicf.:! that' there' 



X 
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is significant roc- for acre M ef ficier.ev" ih th J « ~*~=.~-*. 

.ue au-hors surges: "costs ccuid ir rciucsi 



/ 



hiring trained staff v:ho'dc not. have degrees or hirinc 
staff v/.nc :;iil re trained by -he program after hirir.r. " .This 
» has long been the approach or the respondent agency, v;hen - ' 
such action does not 'conflict* With state licensing regulations. 
The hiri.vt or a .cro.nldegrs-ed .staff, member for such a'cosi-ion 
as "special needs teacher", however, would not or.lv. c '•»•""> 4 * * 
wi'th stat.e licensing resuirer-ent.? ; ost^ would . be of active ' ' 
detriment to "special needs" children. ' ' v 

fhe study's position" that sany .<ie ad 'Start crograr.s 
H-ire starr Kith -degrees because they feel -strongly - rhat only 
through this practice will they be appropriately accented by> : . 
the cOn-r.ur.it y as a legitimate' program ar.d^py able tc lever 
the resources they heed/' is these:" ore inaccurate as •.:•*!. as 
being unduly .patronising. • 3h-lsVline of argument, carried co 

6 * 

its extreme-, could* culminate in, a .directive chat p*r ? gra.\.s .-.ire 

cheaper and ^cheaper personnel , '::it\^ fewer and fewer cualif icacicris 

, ' • • * • 

in terr.s of experience snd expertise, tc denonstrate an cnroiftc 

,J ... .,*.**-. 

"efficiency" gain. t \ . ' • 

A. further creel en. in the study arises when -the re- 

searchers draw exclusions without -adequate support . An example' 

of this is the specious 16'gie wl-.ich concludes that siree.,"t.ne * 

nose expensive functional are'a is -education"- and "r 

■ ~ "V . ' ' ' ' '. 

are the single .largest contribut cr . . .one direction tc lock for 

::*t pavings is the staffinr c^Ahe^iu cation corcr.fnent . in 

a program in which' "positive chili gains in cognitive ' skill's" . 

. i 
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is a ma j or measure of success, it is prjbacle that Education 
sijculd remain the most expensive component. ' The suggestion that 
personnel costs in this .component constitute the likeliest ar<ea 
for cost "reduction, detached from program outcome' considerations, 
is highly irresponsible. 

' ) . The third major set of ?rcble;-.s .within the stuoy is 
cat =-as soc iat ?d . ; 7'r.e au'ther.city of accents in the report -con- 
cerning discussions with Head' Start "a dm r.iscrati've . staff is cfper. 
zo serious cue so ion. The study .states nat, ''directors 5c not 

' expect the cuts in other feoera.1 ^rorrai .s *c affect -their revenue? 

' or expenditures, serfously." The director and staff cf the res- 
pondent agency, which represents more than. one program ih the ^ 
very limited s am.pl e, were emphatic in articulating their concerns 
about the fcmpact of proposed federal SiccicMS on .both program 
• quality and program ccst.s. **As they stated, funding reductions 
in the Child Care "cod Program will create serious prcclems in 
Head Start's, efforts 'to 'meet ch-ildren' ; basic? nutritional rec-ire^ 
mer.ts. These problems viii be exacerbated if such .cuts are c-Oucle 

z'- *rorosei decreases in food stamp allc5r.er.ts. 
if reductions ir^the funding, c • community iieolth Renters 

: %r.d. medicaid will have a maj-cr'aetrim^ntal. effect on., child healrh 

f r 1 

.^components unless talarWfd t'J increafd Head Start expenditures. 
.5 'r.ed'J^ions caused- by the change *r*= the Community Services 
'* Ministration to the Community .Services Block Cr'ar.t program 
. are already jeopardising the infrastructure. cf-t.Te agency a?'.". , 

\*ir our program depencs for"basic administaoiv.e. support . • The 

o 

: sts-.'ement that "director: do not ex.. e:t the cuts 'in other f< 
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prograr.s to affect their revenues or expenditures seriously," 

was. not supported by any of cur own directors, and we seriously. \- 

doubt that the majority of ether Head Start Directors would feel 

any differently. • ' ' *. 

A conclusion whitth directly contradicts data is 
the first policy recc;t.?.er.dat ion, . -.which is that "ACV? should s*t . 
a policy -o guide grantees in the process of soliciting donation's.*.." 
How is this re ccrJner.dat ion to be reconciled -with* ihe findinc • ' 7* 
(??. 2o-2c) .that, , 11 five directors" said there was a pctent-iaii for •"' * 
loss of donations, eight 'said donations* cpuldf b,e saSntained at -*\ 
tne sane levelj:ut not increased, and four said ther^e was some" 
potential fcr^ increase . Unfortunately, e = ch of, these laVtea four.: ' . 
were hesitant about their reply, gating that ''.If th« -.county 
eccnony continues tc i-r-r.rove as in the last five' years Head ~ ' * ' 
Start nav get some donations,' 'Ue mav do scne Joint work W th * 
two day care centers and Kcntessori . '" . . ' 'V 

The two major recommendation? of the nas-k Order No. 2 " ♦ 
report 'a-- arrived- .at through a study -hie:-, has serious se-hcdYio^- 
gieai ^/-- :s an - — v/nich data ar.d cor.ciusitr.s arre kt distant' * * 

odds . ' ' , % 

** * 

- , 

Apa~t frcto the study, the- initial reccrjr.eo-dat ion, con- 

ceminr solicitation of^ donations ,ds frar.hiv in'cracticai <*« ■ ' 

the current political and eccno-fc climate. T-pnated space and 

utilities , for ev ancle, account for a large portion of the respondent 

ager.cy's in-kind^ revenue. Because of the effects cf inflation, 

including increased utility certs and escalating regional cccupar.cy. 
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s?ae»e ani'>utili:y Sanations krs/ likelier to/decrease 5har. 



grow ♦ 
~ay also 



/, doners of supplies 2nd transportation services 
be fcrced^cc reevaluate th4ir already generous 



' * 'v! / 

^?he second reccrainendaljion, that 

"efficiehcy" , as defined in z'r.s report, be .established as criteria 



.t "economy" and 



for review of grantee costs,, has seen addressed at length in* the 

. • ft 

oooy of mis response. v:e vrould, .indeed welcome a study that * 
deals responsibly with such issues .as "economy - " and- "efficiency" 
and mean ir.c'f ul iy correlates. «cher. v:ich criteria cf croc ran suaiitv 
V:e do r.cz *?e'el that this -i*s o such a study. j 
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U»U AKISo;i OK SIAKF ^IA1, If ICA I WHS. RKiyilKKI) jHM5TA1g l.l^kHSI ACKIICIKS 



STA1 V V 



S1AH V 



Jt 



I'kOt.KAM MKKCTUKS 



OK 



MAI) IKAUIKK* 



TEACUKk 



11. 



HI. 



High School I)1)»Ii*m.i, oi 
equivalent; (6) realises 
In early chJ Idhuod •■dn- 
^.itlon; (36) months* of t 
lull - t Ime upper fence 
Klvlog care l*t pre~# 
school afce children 
In a day raid center 

A.S. tier. ret: In early 
clil tdliitul i»r related 
fields; (4) course:; 
ill early rhltdhood 
edurut lou; *f 27) ' 
*9Mtiillt^ ImII -time 
UX|*CJT Iviiri* villi pi«- 
ucImioI n»;e children 
In ii day ciii! center 
OK 

11. A. or advance de- 1 
grini In early child- 
liuod ednrut Ion ur 
l elated fields; <4*) 
emir sen In early 
tlilldlMOd ednc'at'ioit; r , 
(18) Moitilil at least ' 
half-time experience 
f fcdvluj; caie l»» pre- * 
hcIhhiI ap.e v lull d I cu 

_ in a_da>* eaie Ceiiter 

Compl*-t Ion of recent 
training (vltliin 3 
Years)l In the field* 
4if child care; .(neither 
train I nft n**r train! in* 
'course curricula are 
are defined).. 



No lh-ad Teacher 
position exists 



High* School DlpKnna or 
equivalent; (J) course 
in eatly childhood edu- 
cation; (9) months of 
hal f-iiwe exper leuce 
.Riving cure to pre- 
schoo] np.e children 
in a day care center 
OR S ' 

A.S. decree ur B.A. 
decree .In early eh lid- „ 
hood education or re- • 
lated licld; (I) coui^e 
in early chtldtmod edu- 
cation; and (J) turn t lis, 
at least ha|l-ttii»e jrlv- 
in\\ "caie to prc-sclujel . 
ap.c children In a day 
care center., -i 



Ho education or experi- 
ence requirements sti- 
pulated 



'J KACHKH ASS I S f ANT _ • SPBC I AL NEKO S_ J KACII ibt 



At least 16 years o( ap.e; 
and shall voik oiuler the' 
direct supervision of a 
teacher or.nftail tuacher 
at all t lifers. 



No education or experl- J 
euce requirements sti- 
pulated m#i 



11. A. ^lop.rec In early childhood 
edueatlon; psyeholoqv or re- 
lated fields; (A) ctM«r*.fH on 
upecl.il needs ctiltdieu and (18) 
months at least luill-tlwo ex- 1 
perieiiec providing caie to teacl 
in* child I fit with hum lal u»rd? t . 



Vto repotnt lunr. regarding 
stnff^o work with spe^Jal 
needs/hand l« aeiM'd children ex is 



* It appear* that pMq'tam director i equlremciits that are used bv States W.X.Y ami 2" are in fact the requirements for the position of h.-ad tocher 



as defined In, State V. 



"i 



(2) 



:;tatk x 



s^ATr sr. * 



I'ror.raw Directors 



Two years of adminlstru- 
i Ive or program exper- 
Iimh «• In .1 Chilli cute 
•♦•♦oUT, or equivalent 
cxpci Jenre; 11 / gli' School 
diploma or equivalent 
program. 



Ct«iM|il«*t iJo «f .it' least 
f t»0 •o||«-|*f liuorq in no 
•M-n.illti'J college or 
tiiilvemlry; (t) ve.irs 
full-lime paid exper- 
l«*Ot t fui k with rlil I J- 
r«*n lo < hi Id |*at |- Sft- 
t lit); ia.iv t»v sues; I luted 
■hi .i v«-iir -for yriir hauls, 

Mn (.-4itr.it lonaKoV expeF- 
ti-oec^i equipments are 
stipulated. 



Ile.nl Ten c her 



No llenil Teacher position 
exists. 



No "Head lyncher position 
exists. - 



No otlur.it tonal or exper- 
ience requirements are 
iitipulatyd ^ ■ 



Ten die r 



Nil eihicnt lonul or 
experience re- 
quirements h\ Ipu- 
lated. * 0 



Teacher Assistant 



No education .or 
expei lenre re- 
quirement's stipu- 
lated. 



Ho educational or 
experience re* 
* qtiJicnien'ts ojre srl- 



No edurntlon experience 
requirements are stipu- 
lated. 



No education experience 
requirements are stipu- 
late!. 



v<4 



No educational or exper- 
lem requirements are 
st I point i d . * ^ 



Special Needs leachei 



Np regulations regarding -.t.iff 
who work with special v ueod>/ 
handicapped dyildren exist. 




N J? regulatjons repaid | uj. .;iaff 
who .work with special iie«*d.t/ 
handicapped children ex'Ul , 



Nu regulation regard lug staff 
who work with special needs/ 
handicapped children ex I mi . 
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Aurora/Westat Response to Grantee Ai 

Aurora/Westat appreciate the concern expressed by your 
comaients to 1 the draft final report, -Unfortunately, we be- 
lieve? that you misunderstood 'the pu rpose of the sfrudy, frhe 
particular - metnodx>logy employed, and* the basis • upon wnTch 
conclusions and recommendations were made, -'Had fc*ri^s study 
been one of national scope, attempting to rspeficile costs' 
amoni a repre^entart ive sample. of grantee^, many of your com- 

fc m^ntl woald* have Seen valid. Our study, however,* was a 
short-term Explora to ry evaluation designed to- identify 

V/^potential to5ls a*id~s£ra t#£ ies for analyzing cost variations 
among a purposive sample o£ grantees. Throughout the report ( 
we haVe t£ken aarfc to «avea v t those areas wniclr may fcend^to' 
lead readers to draw erroneous conclusions, .These/cavea ts^, 

t must^ be Kept in mind '♦throughout^the r^tfort . 

In the following paragraphs wer respond to your Comments 
by more, fully • discussing the, purpose ofV the study and, in 
particular, what, it 'was not intended to do. Specifically, 
It was not intended to be and will not serv-e as an ^evalua- 
tion of any of the* programs we visited. We otiose to visit 
only programs of ^atisfactery quality which showed a mixture 
of levels of service, ,and program optior» (e.g., home-based 
; fersus center-based;)^ to give us , a picture t o|^ cost£ and to* 
.help us develop a tool, for examining program 'costs , not to 
mike recommendations on how each program should be required 
to contain its 'costs. Let me expand on this vast a bit:. 

\ • • 

First, as you ^discussed., ttte"* issue of program quality 
/* *is a critical one- for the ^stucjy. * We fa'ced the issu£ of 
defining quality in planning for the study, arid decided to 
make H satisf ac tory" program quality a prerequisite fprali r 
Sites we visited^ This approach, however does* not rule.out 
vaciation£ in quality within the satisf ac tory range . We 
essentially established a* minimum level ■ of ^quality tfcat 
could be defined as o satisfactory before we would look atf* 
costs. (Presumably programs of lower quality could ar^ue 
that th,ey needed mofre money to achieve thi^ minimum level, 
and our findings abput, their distribution of costs wo.uld not 
meaningfully represent the casts* o»f* operating a^atisf ac tory 
Head , Star^, program.) ThU strategy f or def ining/qu^l i ty vas 
reasonable for our purpose; we did not intend yzo conduct a^ 
cost-trenef i t analysis or a cost-effectiveness' st.udy. In^ 
- fact, our appfSach reflects a traditional federal management 
perspective,' though not ( that adopted by Head Start. We 
could not take- a careful look at prog ram qual ity on site 
because a proper examination would .take weeks-, if* not 
months, per site,. So, we worked with a. group oH programs 
which met standards stated in the repo-rt to examine costs. 
As you said* in your response, we did not explicitly meet the 
objective of optimizinf^per formance git kin cost constraints. 
More exactly, we sought to develop recommendations for 
optimizing costs wi thin • per formance, constraints . 
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It should be noteS that the liead Stat'^Vsr f ormance 
Standards define quality in "terms of^a ceiling (meeting all 
of the Performance Standards) catiher than a .floor (as c we 
didf , that tne program continues to entourage grantees* to 
improve' the quality and level 'of services provided. Cer- 
''tainly tne're "wsre^ differences in services among tne programs" 
we visited, witn some prog-rams providing more extensive ser- 
vices than others. ■ For example, you tfiave R<.N.s on 'your 
# staff and Ph.D.s in~ mental heal th f^reasr many programs have 
* neither. We could not take accoyftt, ,of such^ differences in 
our data gathering, but readily acknowledge th£y are there. 

Second, our goal In'maxing policy m recommendations was 
to pr.ov.ide decision makers witn a i tpol' ^."a sit, of instru- 
ments — for examining program costs in -/conjunction w4^r-The 
SAVI^ measures of performance. The calc-ulat ion\ of annual 
and nour ly costs per cni Id wnich we der Wed - s.ervs as an end 
product from using this tool. - Otar economy/efficiency matrix 
was simply a way to array these two, aspects of co v st which 'we 
identified as, critical. ay splitting the 16 sampled prb- 

. grams inco 4 groups based on these measures, we were 
attesting to supply decision makers vith ah, example of how 
the. t£ol may be used. - We a-re not 'making' a, statement about 
the adequacy of 'trie sampled programs,., but simply using tn?m 
as examples. . ~ ^ 

. k • * * 

Unfortunately, by mixing into the discussion the rhe-. 
toric af "good" and "badc^ i*t may seem that we have evalu- 
ated eacn of the sampled 1 programs 'and that 'you" and. otWcis 
came ^out wanting. ' We do 'not mean to make that statements* 
¥our program met our. minimum standard for quality.* In 
addition, we recognize that in another sampling, pf programs, 
yours might appear in any otner quadrant. 1 The division into 
. 4 groups is a useful device, but can only be used fl fbr deci- 
sion maxing about individual programs wnen the sampled gVovip ' 
is sufficiently^ large to reflect all of Head Start. ^ , 

Your argument aoout regional cost/ differences ,is? cer- 
tainly valid, and* Such adjustments should be made when this 
tool is used on a national basis. . In fact, as" ,we mentioned 
in the, report;, we adjusted all 'programs' costs, using local 
"teachers* salaries as the proxy for regional d i f f e^ren^s . 
•The result* was that 'the re.lat ive rankings of { *the programs on 
Economy and efficiency were almost identical 'to the rankings 
on unadjusted costs . The mi no r d i f f erences were exchanges 
of position of programs in the middle of the "d istr ibut ion; 
your programs* remained in the same quadrants. We chose ^to 
Use* unadjusted costs in the body of, the ' report * because, 
' those dollar figure's matcned wTTat ACYF staff kaew to be the 
co^ts of. tide ^programs . ^ X 

Tnird, i-n maxing suggestions abog^t * stra t.e^ ies for con- 
taining cJis-ts or increasing* income, we were not sugge^ing, 
'that eacn program we. vis i ted^should be required-* to follow 

« * * 4* * * 
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these strategies or that programs had hcf£ made legitimate 
attempts to' contain costs in, the past.. ^To the contrary, 
H'ead Start staff have managed to leverage an imoressive 
volume of donations and have derived many useful strategies 
for providing saryice.s at.l^w'cost. We' snouid oerha-ps have 
expanded upon these past efforts rather than focusing . on- an 
.effort to secure more cash donation's. s Not spend frig time onVy 
• programs' efforts to Secure donations' was due* to our assump- 
tion that our .audience knew about such efforts, applauded 
tfte.m, and wanted to . Know more about the possibilities of-' 
"new" ^directions — soliciting cash donations.- fr.om the 'pri- 
vate Sector and changing- some' staffing patterns or modes- of 
service delivery." » ., *• . 

, Our suggestions about changing staffing patterns, for •.' 
example, may not be applicable to, your program. »lf the'' 
process wnich we are recommending is adopted,, yo*u would be 
asked to discuss the inappropr lateness or *appr4pr ia-tea^ss of . 
an/ potential avenues of change with reg ional \fiice' staff. ' 
Any enanges .would presumably use your" input from' such a dis- 
cussion on effective strategies. % We made the suggestions we 
did from Viewing all 16 programs and then . stepping .back to 
ask aoout theoretical possibilities, ' None or few that we 
.suggested may be appropriate for- you.. With "the suggested 
process for regional office review,, you wduld have a forum 
in wnich to present your views. 



One reason any spec if ic * suggest ion may, not be appli- 
cable is that state requirements do not p^fmi^su^h a move.' 
It is because of differing stace requirements that a Slex^ 
xble process-of Reviewing -coit/perfoVmance data is so, neces- 
sary for Head- Start. Noncqjnpl iance with state regulations 
i^Lno c an option fof any progra m, whenrfrBr~sirc2i noncomol Tance" 
^occurs in staffing patterns r gol ic ies ^of' oversnrollment or 
a^^other area. . We^ d id not iaean to imply that such noncom- 
pli'ap^was to be encouraged. > ' 




The facT^^th^ matter is th-at by your selection for 
participation in tlt^^tvdy we^rtave judged that you operate 
.a satisfactory Head Start^pr-o^ram . In my personal opinion, 
its quality is much more £han sa^tsfac tor/ . In no way do* we 
mean to imply that that is not the case., In revising* the 
draft repbrt we • have triad to ensure thatVany .negative im- 
plications a'qout program quality are erased and that' all- 
sampled programs are sien as Samples and not as representa- 
tives of all Head Stare or of programs deeding cuts. 

' ** , 

/In summary, we stand firmly by c 'the methodology and re- 
sults presented , recognizing % the 1 imitations of> short-term 
exploratory evaluations*. We ..believe thatx ye have propo^e4 
an approach 'which ennances one's ability to sort -out t"he 
variation of costs and identify,, Appropriate policies 'and 
strata^ iss -for enhanc irrg , -orog ram efficiency without 4 nega- 
tively affecting program performance. 



